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INTRODUCTION 


Many books on classical subjects nowadays begin with an apology for having been 
written at all: being studies of authors and themes that cannot be described as 
unexplored, their writers try to explain the publication of yet another book on a subject 
on which there is so much modern literature that one finds it hard to imagine how 
something new could be said on it (and how the authors have established that what they 
say is indeed new, the ascertainment of which probably often requires the reading of 
thousands of articles and books). As for the present study, I do not think that I have to 
apologize for the choice of my theme, since other studies especially devoted to the same 
subject do not, as far as I can see, exist. On the other hand, I may well have to apologize 
for the fact that so little came came of it; there was a time when I thought that a thorough 
study of name types attested during the Empire would lead to the establishment of strict 
rules for their interpretation, so that we might be able to distinguish easily between, say, 
names that include adoptive, and names that include maternal items (I am mainly thinking 
here of such typical name types of the Empire as C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus and, on 
the other hand, A. Didius Gallus Fabricius Veiento). But it is now clear to me that, 
since only rules with numerous exceptions can be established, it is perhaps better not to 
speak of rules at all; on the basis of the nomenclature alone, even if one knows an 
abbreviated form of it (e.g., A. Didius Gallus Fabricius Veiento = A. Fabricius 
Veiento), this abbreviated form being the "main" (but, as we shall see, not necessarily 
the paternal) name of the man in question, one can usually interpret the name only with 
some probability. To attain certainty one has to know more: filiations, tribes and names 
of relatives are, as we shall see, most often of at least some help. 

On Republican adoptive names there is, of course, the well-known study of D.R. 
Shackleton Bailey (in Two Studies in Roman Nomenclature 81ff.). On the present topic, 
adoptive names during the Empire, on the other hand, ríot much of the previous literature 
is worth mentioning. Mommsen's classic study in Ges. Schr. IV 397-412, concentrating 
on the Younger Pliny but also discussing Imperial Roman adoptive and other 
nomenclature in general, is still of some use (note that already Mommsen, op. cit. p. 
407f., firmly made the point, so often forgotten in the sequel, that adoptees always put 
the praenomen and the nomen of the adoptive father at the beginning of their 
nomenclature). There is also a chapter on adoptive nomenclature in B. Doer's Die 
rómische Namengebung (p. 74ff.), but though something is in fact said also on adoptive 
nomenclature during the Empire, and though there are perhaps one or two interesting 
observations, the fact that Republican and Imperial names are treated in the same chapter, 
the concentration on Octavian = Augustus, the eclecticism of the author and other 
weaknesses (typical of the whole book) considerably reduce the usefulness of Doer's 
treatment of the theme. Otherwise one can, as far as I can see, find only scattered, often 
erroneous, observations on adoptive nomenclature during the Empire, usually presented 
in a categorical tone, in books and articles on subjects other than adoption. (There is 
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much of this e.g. in the lists of senators in Tituli 5.) But now we have, of course, 
Syme's most useful article on "Clues to Testamentary Adoption" (RP IV 159ff.), to be 
read with "The Paternity of Polyonymous Consuls" (RP V 639ff.). The most important 
observations by Syme are, I think, that those adopted by testament kept their original 
tribe after the adoption; that names that might be (and sometimes have been) interpreted 
as adoptive are in fact often only composed of items inherited from the maternal side; and 
that the adopting parent's praenomen and nomen always appear at the beginning of an 
adoptive nomenclature (this fact, long known - cf. above -, but often overlooked, needed 
to be stressed once again). On the other hand, Syme's article is not - and does not, of 
course, claim to be - a study of all aspects of adoptive nomenclature, and Syme only 
treats senators, mostly from the Flavian and Trajanic periods. What is more, at times one 
notes a tendency to make things seem more clear and regular than they actually are: it is, 
e.g., surely true that usually the nomen used in an abbreviated nomenclature is the one 
inherited from the father; but there are also many examples of the use of some other 
nomen than the paternal in an abbreviated nomenclature, and so a case like that of the 
two Domitii, who are sons of a Curvius but use the adoptive name Domitius, should in 
my opinion perhaps not simply be dismissed as an exception (RP IV 163). Be that as it 
may, it will be clear in what follows that the present study owes a great deal to Syme's 
"Clues" (and to his other work), and it was in fact originally conceived as a sort of 
supplement to it, with the purpose of adding some further material and including 
equestrians and members of the plebs. But I soon realized that a comprehensive study 
on this subject was needed, and not only a supplement to Syme's article. 

During the Empire, maternal names and (as we shall see) names of other relatives 
were often added to names inherited from the father to form a nomenclature consisting of 
four, five or more elements. As regards their formation such names are identical with 
names attested as adoptive. (There were, as far as I can see, no name types that were 
used solely by adoptees: any name that represents a type attested as adoptive could also 
at least in theory also be interpreted in some other way.) It is thus clear that adoptive 
names of the Empire cannot be studied without referring constantly to other, non- 
adoptive names representing the same name types, and so the present study, though a 
priori mainly concerned with adoptive names, has in fact become something of a study 
of polyonymous nomenclature in general. 

The fact that non-adoptive names cannot be dismissed in a study like this will, I 
hope, explain the structure and the contents of this book. Adoptive nomenclature will be 
dealt with mainly in Chapters III and IV. In Chapter III all names certainly or at least 
probably attested as adoptive will be listed in accordance with the different name types. 
In sections dealing with rare name types the material is presented as fully as possible, so 
that even a few somewhat uncertain cases are included, whereas in those sections in 
which cases representing common name types (such as C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus) 
are listed, only certain or almost certain examples are enumerated, the rest having been 
relegated to the Appendix (for which see below). In Chapter IV there is some discussion 
of the data emerging from the material presented in Chapter III. The next chapter (V) 
deals with names that include two or more nomina, formally identical with names 
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attested as adoptive, but which аге in fact non-adoptive, including items that have been - 
inherited from the mother or from some other relative. Chapter VI contains some 
concluding remarks, though there is in fact little to be concluded on the basis of our 
material. This is the main reason for the existence of a lengthy Appendix at the end of the 
present study. The Appendix is reserved for the discussion of a number of names 
representing types that might be interpreted either as adoptive or as including items 
inherited from the mother or from some other relative: I shall concentrate on names for 
which an abbreviated form is known, since interpreting a name that includes two or more 
nomina for which no short form (giving the "main" nomen) is known (e.g. the man 
named in ILS 1060) should, unless one has other clues, not even be tried. In some cases 
the discussion ends with a recommendation to regard a name as either probably adoptive 
or probably non-adoptive, but in many cases the conclusion is, I am sorry to say, a "non 
liquet". (In such cases I have often contented myself with a simple enumeration of the 
attested name forms, not explicitly pointing out that no firm conclusion can be reached.) 
This might lead some to ask whether an Appendix like this, which to a large extent is 
only a list offering no positive (or negative) conclusions as to whether someone has been 
adopted or not, was needed at all; at least this is a question I have asked myself. On the 
other hand, Man has by nature the desire to collect and arrange things and facts, and, 
moreover, I must confess that I cannot help fancying that a fairly full (though, of course, 
not complete) catalogue of names (consisting of two or more nomina) of which short 
forms are attested, in which all variations of the respective names are listed, the names 
being arranged in accordance with different types (main nomen coming first in the 
complete nomenclature, etc.), will be of some use, e.g. for those who, studying a 
lengthy nomenclature, are looking for possible parallels. And besides, even if I cannot 
give a tentative explanation - adoptive or non-adoptive - for many of the names noted in 
the Appendix, I have an observation or two of some other nature to make on quite a few 
of the names or of the persons whose nomenclature is studied. 

In accordance with its title, the only aim of this study is to try to present what we 
can, on the basis of our source material, say with some certainty on adoptive and 
polyonymous nomenclature during the Roman empire. I have tried to refrain from 
relying too much on modern reconstructions of relationships not based directly on the 
sources; I have, however, not been able to resist referring (usually in the footnotes) to 
some particularly plausible suggestions made by scholars. On the social aspects of 
adoptions I decided to say practically nothing, these aspects offering material for a book 
of its own; and I can in any case refer to the recent study of M. Corbier, Divorce and 
Adoption as Roman Familial Strategies, in: B. Rawson (ed.), Marriage, Divorce, and 
Children in Ancient Rome (1991) 47ff., esp. 63ff.(on adoptions of freedmen see J.F. 
Gardner, Phoenix 43, 1989, 236ff.). 

The material presented in this study has been collected with some care, but I have 
undoubtedly overlooked much that might have been of use, especially secondary 
literature published in "obscure media" (as defined by the editors of the SEG in the 
introductions to recent volumes). But there is also a deliberate omission: on adoptive 
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nomenclature in the imperial families nothing will be said. The reason for this is the fact 
that the nomenclature of members of imperial families followed its own rules and cannot 
be used as parallel material by a student of adoptive names used among ordinary 
Romans. In the imperial family it was, for instance, normal for an adoptive son to go on 
using his original praenomen after the adoption, which is otherwise practically unheard 
of; this is attested many times, from L. Caesar (the brother of C. Caesar), adoptive son 
of Augustus (whose freedmen were C. Iulii) to Marcus Aurelius, adoptive son of T. 
Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus Pius (for other examples note e.g. Ti. Caesar, 
another adoptive son of Augustus; L. Aelius Caesar and the emperor Pius, a Titus as 
noted above, adoptive sons of Hadrian, whose freedmen were P. Aelii). And there are 
many other peculiarities in the nomenclature of the imperial dynasties, such as the use of 
the their original nomina by Trajan and Hadrian (whose freedmen were Ulpii and Aelii) 
though they had been adopted by their predecessors; the use of the nomen Aurelius by 
Marcus and Lucius Verus, though their adoptive father Pius, originally a T. Aurelius, 
had in fact become an Aelius after his adoption by Hadrian; or the use, no doubt for 
"dynastic" reasons, of various nomina (Aelius, Annius, Aurelius etc.) by the children 
of Marcus Aurelius (see the list in Birley, Marcus Aurelius? 247ff.; and cf. now W. 
Ameling, ZPE 90, 1992, 147ff.); something like this is, by the way, attested also in 
noble families of the first century: observe M. Licinius Crassus Frugi cos. AD 27, 
whose sons were called Cn. Pompeius Magnus, M. Licinius Crassus Frugi, (Licinius?) 
Crassus Scribonianus and L. Calpurnius Piso Frugi Licinianus (see PIR? L 190; for the 
connection with the Calpurnii see the stemma in PIR, with the Pompeii the stemma in J. 
Scheid, Les fréres Arvales [1975] 380). | 

As for women, I had not a priori excluded them from this study, but the evidence 
concerning adoptions of women and their adoptive nomenclature turned out to be almost 
non-existent (see Chapter III, note 1), and so we shall be dealing almost exclusively with 
men in the course of the following study. In the chapter on non-adoptive polyonymous 
nomenclature, female names will however in many cases be referred to, since they, too, 
sometimes consisted of items inherited from the mother or from some other relative and 
can thus be used as parallel material in the study of male nomenclature. But it should be 
noted that female nomenclature is referred to throughout only unsystematically, names of 
women, especially those of senatorial women, being the provincia of my colleague 
Mika Kajava, whose book on this theme will be published in the near future. 

According to its title this study deals with the nomenclature of the Empire. The 
emphasis is, however, on the first and the second century (including the Severan 
period); there is not much material from the third century after the Severans in any case, 
and the names seem to change, so that names of the third century (not to speak of the 
fourth) that include two or more nomina are not, or at least not always, really comparable 
to those of earlier times (note, e.g., the tendency to substitute the type P+N+N+C+ 
C for the older type P + N + C + N + C in the third century, observed by G. Alföldy, 
ZPE 27, 1977, 220f.). But of course I have not refrained from referring to evidence 
from the third century after the Severans if it could be used in some way as parallel 
material. As for the earliest Empire, the Catalogue of adoptions in Chapter III surely 
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includes some examples of adoptive nomenclature from the time of Augustus (the 
material is, of course, usually not exactly datable). It should, however, be observed that 
I have omitted from the Catalogue all Augustan cases of adoption among the higher 
classes, since the adoptees from this period are mainly patricians and nobiles from 
Republican families, whose names still represent types attested during, and typical of, 
the Republic. The Augustan examples are enumerated in Chapter I, in connection with 
the synopsis of the Republican adoptive name types. 

As for the geographic limits of this study, I have also collected material from Greek 
sources dealing with the eastern parts of the Empire, referring to Roman citizens with 
names of the Roman type. But Greeks with Roman citizenship in Greece, Asia Minor 
and in other eastern regions obviously did not always follow the same onomastic rules as 
their Latin-speaking fellow-citizens in the West. Note e.g. the family of Herodes Atticus 
(cos. 143), who is himself officially called L. Vibullius Hipparchus Ti. Claudius Ti f. 
Quir. Atticus Herodes (thus a Latin inscription not yet properly published, now in the 
Medelhavsmuseet in Stockholm). One of his sons (W. Ameling, Herodes Atticus [1983] 
II 20 no.4) is called L. Claudius Vibullius Regillus Herodes in I. Olympia 626 (= 
Ameling II no.128 =R. Bol, Das Statuenprogramm des Herodes-Atticus-Nymphäums 
[Olymp. Forsch. 15, 1984] 132 no.17), but L. Vibullius Regillus Claudius Herodes in 
FD III 3, 70 (=Ameling II no.107). The other son (Ameling II 21 no.5) is called Ti. 
Claudius Appius Atilius Bradua Regillus Atticus in IG II/II 3978 (= Ameling II 
no.202), M. Atilius Atticus Bradua Regillus in I. Olympia 623 (= Ameling II no.125 = 
Bol, op. cit. 129f. no.14), Tib. Cl. Bradua Atticus in IG II/II? 2113 (= Ameling II 
no.204), etc. (for Herodes Atticus' adoptive son see Ch. III, L 1. - I have followed here 
the "traditional" reconstruction of the family tree; for a somewhat different, but not 
altogether convincing, view - and a partly different attribution of inscriptions to various 
members of the family - see J.H. Oliver, The Civic Tradition and Roman Athens [1983] 
116ff., with a stemma on p. 120f.). In this, and in other cases from the Greek East 
(observe the senator T. Sallustius T. Flavius Athenagoras = T. Sallustius Sanctus 
Athenagoras = Flavius Athenagoras from Aphrodisias in MAMA VIII 517, below p. 
68f.), the names do not seem to follow any pattern at all; and so I have thought it best 
not to rely too heavily on evidence collected from Greek sources or referring to Greeks. I 
have also tried to refrain from basing any conclusions on this evidence. This study is 
thus mainly a study of adoptive (and polyonymous) nomenclature in Italy and in the 
thoroughly Romanized western provinces. I have, however, not denied myself the use 
of eastern evidence whenever it suited my purposes and could be used to illustrate 
onomastic habits attested in western sources. 

In the present study the generic terms "adoption", "adoptive" etc. will be used not 
only to refer to both adoptiones and to arrogationes (I here follow the practice of the 
Roman jurists, i.a. Gaius inst. 1, 97ff.), but also to refer to both "real" and to 
"testamentary" adoptions (for the terminology used in our sources see Chapter II), since 
from the viewpoint of the student of onomastics there is no difference between the two. 
As far as we (or at least I) can see, those adopted by testament have names in no way 
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differing from the names of those whose adoption was genuine (there is, however, 
apparently much more evidence for testamentary than for genuine adoptions during the 
Empire; for an explanation of this see Syme, RP IV 160). This observation is, however, 
only correct as long as the names as such are considered, with no regard to filiations and 
tribes. As soon as these two items are also included, the situation changes, and there is a 
notable difference between real adoptees and those adopted by testament. Thus it is 
surely necessary, in an introduction to a study on adoptive nomenclature during the 
Empire, to touch in passing upon the difference between genuine and testamentary 
adoptions, and upon the onomastic consequences of this difference. 

It is clear from all our sources that a real adoption affected, both during the Republic 
and during the Empire, the personal status of the adoptee, bringing him into a new 
agnatic family, that of the adoptive father. As a result the adoptee changed his filiation 
and his tribe, referring now to the adoptive instead of the natural father in his filiation 
and taking over the adoptive father's tribe (if different from that of his original). 
Testamentary adoptions, on the other hand, were at least during the Empire not 
adoptions at all; by the term "testamentary adoption" (not used by jurists) is meant the 
nominis ferendi condicio (Gaius, dig. 36, 1, 65, 10), which was nothing else but "the 
institution of a heir on condition that he take the decedent's name" (E.J. Weinrib, HSCP 
72, 1968, 254), though this process could be referred to by non-juristic authors with the 
use of the terms adoptio, adoptare, etc. (cf. below, Chapter II). In practice this means 
that those adopted by testament began to use the adoptive father's praenomen and nomen 
(and often his cognomen and further names, too), but retained their original filiation and 
tribe, remaining members of their original agnatic families. Thus far everything is clear, 
and in fact has been at least since Mommsen's famous study (mentioned above) in 
Hermes 3, 1869, 62ff. = Ges. Schr. IV 397ff., which was prompted by the observation 
that the Younger Pliny, having been adopted by his uncle C. Plinius Secundus, still 
referred to his original father Lucius in his filiation (so that Pliny's adoption was 
obviously testamentary). But all is clear only as long as we limit ourselves to the 
testamentary adoptions during the Empire. As for the late Republic, there exist two 
schools of thought: some scholars think that testamentary adoptions during the late 
Republic were equivalent to real adoptions, and thus affected the agnatic position of the 
adoptee, but that the situation changed sometime during the early Empire, testamentary 
adoptions disappearing as real adoptions, and the term being used hereafter to refer to the 
nominis ferendi condicio; other scholars think that testamentary adoptions never existed 
as genuine adoptions, neither during the Republic nor during the Empire. This question 
is, Of course, not one to be discussed at length here, since we shall be dealing only with 
adoptions from the Empire in this study; but since I have an observation or two to make I 
cannot refrain from touching upon the matter in the following note. 
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NOTE ON TESTAMENTARY ADOPTIONS DURING THE REPUBLIC 


As mentioned above, some scholars think that during the Republic (or at least the late 
Republic) testamentary adoptions were valid adoptions, whereas other scholars affirm 
that real adoptions by testament never existed. The first mentioned view was that of 
Mommsen, Ges. Schr. IV 398, who based it on the testamentary adoption of the young 
Octavian by Julius Caesar, which, according to Mommsen, was a valid adoption, and on 
the fact that Atticus, who was adopted by testament by his uncle Q. Caecilius, referred 
after the adoption to his adoptive father in his filiation (cf. below). Mommsen was 
followed by E. De Ruggiero (Diz. epigr. I [1895] 94) and by A. Lefas (Nouv. Revue 
Hist. de Droit Francais et Étranger 21, 1897, 721ff.), who added (on p. 732f.) the 
observation that a filiation referring to the adoptive, not to the original father is also 
attested for Metellus Scipio cos. 52 BC, whose adoption is also known to have been 
testamentary; another scholar following Mommsen was M.-H. Prévost, Les adoptions 
politiques à Rome (1949) 29ff. and RIDA 5, 1950, 361ff. The view of Mommsen was, 
however, soon challenged, first by N.-H. Michel, Du droit de cité romaine (1885) 
240ff. (known to me only from Weinrib, HSCP 72, 1968, 253 note 27 and Shackleton 
Bailey, Two Studies 92 note 10), then by O. Karlowa (Rómische Rechtsgeschichte II 1 
[1901] 246-9) and by H. Siber (Zur Entwicklung d. róm. Prinzipatsverfassung, Abh. 
Sáchs. Ak. Wiss., Phil.-hist. Kl. 42,3 [1933] 27ff.), but most forcibly by W. 
Schmitthenner in his important book, Oktavian und das Testament Cäsars (1952) 39ff. 
Scholars who deny the existence of valid adoptions by testament base their view above 
all on the fact that such adoptions are never mentioned in juristic sources, and on the 
considerable legal difficulties the theory of their existence involves. 

Schmitthenner's book stimulated a renewed discussion of the matter, most of which 
is summarized by Schmitthenner himself in the second edition of his book (1973), p. 
104f. Some of the scholars mentioned there, mainly jurists, accept the theory that real 
adoptions by testament never existed (these scholars, by the way, of course also assume 
that the testamentary adoption of Octavian by Caesar was not a valid adoption; cf., e.g., 
Schmitthenner p. 115, advocating the use of quotation marks when referring to this 
adoption), whereas other scholars still prefer the view of Mommsen (add to those named 
by Schmitthenner p. 104f. H. Volkmann, Gnomon 26, 1954, 42ff., reviewing the book 
of Schmitthenner; M. Gelzer, Caesar [1960] 284 note 173). As for the discussion after 
1973, the theory of Schmitthenner is accepted by S. Jameson (Historia 24, 1975, 289), 
A. Guarino (Diritto privato romano [61981] 284), by H. Honsell (in: Römisches Recht, 
ed. H. Honsell and others [41987] 416 note 4), and (apparently) by H. Rosendorfer, Die 
angebliche Adoption des Augustus durch Cäsar (F. Steiner Verlag, 1991 - I have not yet 
been able to see this book), but Mommsen's view has its followers, too (L. Wickert, 
ANRW II 1 [1974] 52f.; Н. Gesche, Caesar [1976] 176f.; A. Alfóldi, Oktavians 
Aufstieg zur Macht [1976] 22; Shackleton Bailey, Two Studies 92ff.; R. Düll, ZSS 93, 
1976, 3ff. - for an important observation by Düll see below -; J. Linderski, Phoenix 31, 
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1977, 374; R.A. Billows, AJAH 7, 1982, 57f. [with notes 15-7 on p. 65]; D. Kienast, 
Augustus. Prinzeps und Monarch [1982] 6, says that the problems surrounding 
Octavian's adoption still remain unsolved, but he seems to prefer Mommsen's view; cf. 
also e.g. E.S. Ramage, Historia 34, 1985, 223f. and I. Hahn, Klio 67, 1985, 12f., who 
speak of the adoption of Octavian as a perfectly valid adoption). 

I do not think it necessary to enter once more into the details of the above discussion 
(mostly centering around the testament of Caesar); those interested are referred to the 
bibliography noted above (observe, however, the explanation of the testamentary 
adoptions by women during the Republic given by Lefas, op. cit. 733, cf. 761ff., who 
assumes that some kind of nominis ferendi condicio already existed during the Republic 
alongside valid adoptions by testament; and the explanation of the omission of a mention 
of testamentary adoptions by the Roman jurists given by Mommsen, Ges. Schr. IV 403 
and Volkmann, art. cit. 44). Instead, it may be of some use to study once again the two 
Republican cases of adoption by testament of private persons for whom the 
nomenclature (including the filiation) after the adoption is known, that of Metellus Scipio 
and that of Cicero's friend Atticus, leaving completely aside the problematical case of the 
future emperor Augustus. I think that the evidence concerning Metellus Scipio and 
Atticus cannot be interpreted otherwise than as pointing to the conclusion that their 
adoptions were equivalent to real adoptions. But let us look at the details. 

]. Metellus Scipio cos. 52 BC. This man was a son of P. Scipio Nasica pr. 93, and 
was adopted by testament by Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius cos. 80; the adoption is attested 
by Dio 40,51,3 (yóv«o pev vióg Nacıkod dv, ёк Sè ù KANpov ёлобохӣс ёс то тоб 
MetéAAov үёуос roındeic). After the adoption Metellus Scipio was called О. 
Caecilius Q.f. Fab. Metellus Pius Scipio; the full name, including the filiation, is given 
in the senatus consulta cited by Cicero, fam. 8,8,5 (here the tribe is added) and 6, in the 
inscription I. Pergamon 411 = IGR IV 409 = К. Tuchelt, Frühe Denkmäler Roms in 
Kleinasien (1979) 206, and it was surely also given by Dio in the index of book 40, 
where the name has, however, been transmitted in a corrupt form (К. vt. КолкіАлос 
МётєАЛос Xxwtov Nacıkod vt.; the praenomen has obviously been replaced by the 
filiation). 

2. Atticus, the equestrian friend of Cicero. The adoption of Atticus, originally a T. 
Pomponius, by his maternal uncle Q. Caecilius is attested by Nepos (Att. 5,2) and 
Valerius Maximus (7,8,5), who both specify that the adoption was testamentary. In the 
heading of the letter Att. 3,20, in which Cicero congratulates Atticus upon the testament 
of his uncle, Atticus is called ©. Caecilius Q.f. Pomponianus Atticus. We do not know 
whether this was the nomenclature Atticus actually chose to use himself (but observe the 
Athenian inscription mentioned below, p. 12), but at least we know that after the 
adoption Atticus' freedmen were Caecilii and his daughter a Caecilia (cf. Shackleton 
Bailey, Two Studies 106), though Atticus himself is in fact often referred to as (T.) 
Pomponius (cf. ibid.); but the (of course unofficial) use of original names by adoptees 
is attested in many cases under the late Republic (cf., e.g., Shackleton Bailey, op. cit. 
130f. on M. Brutus = Q. Servilius Caepio Brutus). As for the filiation Q.f. given by 
Cicero, until not long ago the praenomen of Atticus' (natural) father was in fact not 
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known, though it has always been thought that it must have been Titus like that of his - 
son (cf., e.g., C. Nicolet, L'ordre équestre à l'époque républicaine II [1974] 989 no. 
282), and though Atticus is perhaps the only man in the Realencyclopádie who is given a 
filiation in the heading of the article devoted to him ("T. Pomponius Atticus T.f." К. 
Feger, RE Suppl. VIII 503 no.102). So in theory the possibility existed that Atticus' 
father could have been a Quintus, making it uncertain whether the filiation Q f. referred 
to the original or to the adoptive father (cf. Shackleton Bailey, op. cit. 105, who still 
says that scholars give the praenomen of Atticus' father as Titus without authority). But 
it seems that Atticus' father's praenomen T. is in fact attested. First, there is the Athenian 
inscription IG II/III? 3899, referred with some plausibility to Atticus by A.E. 
Raubitschek, Hesperia 18, 1949, 98f., the reading of which (as restored by 
Raubitschek) is [Titoc] M[ourwvıog Т]ітоо v[tóg (...)]. Then there is the Samian 
inscription Ath. Mitt. 75, 1960, 128 no. 29 from about the middle of the first century 
BC, where [---]eovío Titov Ovyàtnp, the wife of a proconsul (of Asia) called simply 
Köwv[tog] is honoured; as the editor P. Herrmann saw, the proconsul can hardly have 
been anyone else but Q. Cicero, Marcus' brother, who was married to Atticus' sister 
Pomponia. If the identifications of the persons named in these inscriptions are correct 
(there cannot be much doubt about the Samian inscription; cf. most recently M. Kajava, 
in: Roman Eastern Policy and other Studies in Roman History, eds. H. Solin and M. 
Kajava [1990] 114), Atticus and Pomponia were the children of a T. Pomponius. 

Now, both Metellus Scipio and Atticus refer after their adoptions by testament to 
their adoptive, not to their natural fathers in their filiations. I do not think that this can be 
interpreted otherwise than as meaning that their adoptions were equivalent to genuine 
adoptions. This is, however, not the opinion of all scholars. E.J. Weinrib, in his 
important article in HSCP 72, 1968, 247ff., suggests (on p. 259) that "it was a matter of 
indifference" whether those adopted by testament changed their filiations or not, and later 
(p. 260), going a little further, that Metellus Scipio "may have adopted the stratagem of 
changing his filiation (from P.f. to Q.f.) as an attempt to win from Pius’ (his adoptive 
father) freedmen and clients an esteem to which he was not legally entitled". I do not 
think that this interpretation is possible; apparently Weinrib does not consider the 
circumstances in which Atticus' adoptive filiation is attested. Cicero's letter to Atticus 
3,20 (from the year 58), which begins with the greeting Cicero s.d. Q. Caecilio Q f. 
Pomponiano Attico, is obviously an answer to a letter of Atticus, in which Atticus had 
written that his uncle had died, and that he had been appointed as heir (ex dodrante Nep. 
Att. 5,2) in the will, and that moreover his uncle had adopted him. Surely Atticus did not 
also specify his future adoptive name in his letter: the nomenclature used of Atticus in the 
heading of Cicero's letter clearly represents only what Cicero thought Atticus' future 
name would look like; the use of the full name including the filiation was, of course, 
meant as a joke, but, as Shackleton Bailey (op. cit. p. 85) says, "obviously the style had 
to be correct". This means that when Cicero equipped Atticus with the filiation Q f. he 
. must have thought that this, not T.f., referring to Atticus' natural father, was the correct 
filiation. And Cicero surely knew enough of Roman private law not to make a mistake in 
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a detail like this. It seems to follow that testamentary adoptions were indeed regarded as 
valid adoptions in Cicero's time. And this, by the way, also surely explains the fact that 
Atticus was buried in monumento Q. Caecilii avunculi sui (Nep. Att. 22,4, noted by R. 
Düll, ZSS 93, 1976, 8): he was, after the adoption, officially the son of Q. Caecilius (the 
use of the word avunculus by Nepos is, of course, technically not correct). 

It is, however, in any case hardly permissible to assume that a filiation could be 
changed according to one's own wishes. The filiation, just like the tribe, was an integral 
part of a Roman's official nomenclature as registered in the official lists of Roman 
citizens. But this applies, of course, only to filiations expressed with praenomina, since 
in official documents the use of praenomina was demanded in indications of fathers (and 
grandfathers). On other occasions fathers could be indicated according to one's own 
predilections, e.g. by the use of a cognomen. But nothing should be concluded from 
such unofficial filiations. Weinrib, however, takes a filiation such as Bnotia viög in the 
nomenclature of L. Sempronius Atratinus cos. 34 BC, who was originally a Calpurnius 
Bestia (IG IX 2,39 = ILS 9461 from Hypata in Thessalia), to mean that we are dealing 
with a testamentary adoption. But this is surely an erroneous inference: no one has to my 
knowledge suggested that when P. Scipio, the son of Scipio Africanus the Elder, 
adopted a son of L. Aemilius Paullus, this was a testamentary adoption. And yet Scipio 
Aemilianus is called P. Cornelius Paulli f. Scipio Aemilianus in the inscription of the 
fornix Fabianus in Rome, CIL VI 1303 = I? 763 = ILS 43 = Inscr. It. XIII 3,71. This 
does not, of course, mean that Scipio Aemilianus could have beeen called L.f.: officially 
he was surely P.f. P.n. (Scipio's official filiation does not, however, seem to be 
attested, unless the inscription from Amphipolis, Bull. épigr. 1990, 485, in which a 
ПохАлос KopvnAıog ПолАлоо LxKiniwv - no title is given - is honoured, is to be 
referred to him, as M. Hatzopoulos (Bull. épigr. loc. cit.] thinks). The use of a 
cognomen in filiations belongs to the private sphere, and such filiations should be 
regarded rather as informal indications of relationships than as official filiations. 
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I ADOPTIVE NOMENCLATURE DURING THE REPUBLIC 
AND THE EARLY EMPIRE 


As observed in the Introduction, late Republican adoptive names have been dealt with by 
D.R. Shackleton Bailey in his well-known study of 1976 where all certainly or possibly 
adoptive names are discussed in the "Register of Adoptions".! There the names are 
arranged alphabetically, not according to types, and so it will, I hope, be of some interest 
to pass here in quick review the different types of names attested for adoptees during the 
Republic; for all of the details the study of Shackleton Bailey should be consulted. The 
following abbreviations will be used: Pad = adoptive praenomen; Nad = adoptive 
nomen; Norig - original nomen; Cad - adoptive cognomen (inherited from the adopting 
parent); C(ianus) = adoptive cognomen formed from the original nomen with the suffix 
-ianus; Corig = original cognomen. 


A. Pad + Nad + Cad + C(ianus): this is, of course, the best-known adoptive 
nomenclature. Examples from the first century: Mam. Aemilius Lepidus Livianus, M. 
Livius Drusus Claudianus. 

B. Pad + Nad + C(ianus): adoptive nomenclature used in the case that both the 
adopting parent and the adoptive son had no cognomina. Examples: M. Marius 
Gratidianus, M. Aemilius Avianianus. 

C. Pad + Nad + Corig (+Corig): nomenclature used by adoptees who had a 
cognomen adopted by men without cognomina: e.g. Cn. Aufidius Orestes, L. Plautius 
(Plotius) Plancus. Even the use of two original cognomina is attested, cf. M. Pupius 
Piso Frugi cos. 61. 

D. Pad + Nad + Corig + C(ianus): attested only in the second century in the case of 
T. Veturius Gracchus Sempronianus (see note 1); observe, however, that M. Pupius 
Piso Frugi is called Calpurnianus by a late source. A similar type of name, but with the 


1 One might, however, note that the use of the original cognomen in an adoptive nomenclature seems 
to have already occurred in the early second century (Shackleton Bailey p. 84 notes Cn. Aufidius Orestes 
cos. 71 as "an early instance"); see H. Solin, Tituli 4, 1982, 432 on T. Veturius Gracchus 
Sempronianus (RE Veturius 23). Some men who have the name type Pad + Nad + Corig, and who were 
earlier not recognised as adoptees, might be added to Shackleton Bailey's list: C. Servilius Brocchus, tr. 
mil. 49 (RE 39) might have been a Furius Brocchus adopted by a C. Servilius (see E. Badian, PBSR 52, 
1984, 66). L. Gellius Poplicola cos. 36 was probably a (Valerius Messalla) Poplicola adopted by L. 
Gellius cos. 72, who is not himself entitled to the same cognomen (E. Badian, BICS Supplement 51, 
1988 [Festschrift O. Skutsch] 8 note 11). Note further that "P. Lepidus" (proq. of Crete 43-2) can hardly 
have been a P. Aemilius Lepidus, "C. Scaevola", XVvir s.f. in 17 BC a C. (Mucius) Scaevola; better, 
an Aemilius Lepidus and a Mucius Scaevola adopted by men without cognomina, of whom only the 
praenomina P. and C. are known: see the literature cited in Vornamen 173 note 20; and Arctos 18, 1984, 
93f. 
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order C(ianus) + Corig, is used by Cicero of Atticus in a letter after Atticus' adoption 
(Q. Caecilius Pomponianus Atticus; cf. above p. 8), but the name Atticus officially used 
is not known. (Though note that A.E. Raubitschek, Hesperia 18, 1949, 102, refers IG 
II/III? 3513 to Atticus, reading [Köwvrov Katx]iAvov IIov[roviavóv ’Attıköv ---]; 
but the restorations are very uncertain.) In the inscription cited by Shackleton Bailey on 
p. 115 the name is probably not adoptive. 

E. Pad + Nad + Cad (+ Cad) + Corig: adoptive nomenclature in use mainly among 
the nobility; seemingly not attested before the first century. Examples: M. Terentius 
Varro Lucullus, A. Terentius Varro Murena. The variant Cad + Cad + Corig: Q. 
Caecilius Metellus Pius Scipio (cos. 52; cf. below the nomenclature of Q. Caecilius 
Metellus Creticus Silanus from the time of Augustus). The explanation for the use of the 
original cognomen instead of an adoptive cognomen in -ianus must be that the original 
cognomen was more informative as regards the origin of the adoptee than was an 
adoptive cognomen of the old type: everybody knew that Q. Metellus Pius Scipio was 
originally a patrician Cornelius Scipio, whereas a man called "Cornelianus" could have 
been a Cornelius Dolabella, a Cornelius Lentulus, or even a plebeian Cornelius by birth. 

F. Pad + Nad + Norig: this nomenclature is not well attested. (Note that in both 
cases the original nomen is a non-Roman one ending in -ienus, perhaps more liable to 
be used as a cognomen than a nomen ending in -ius). C. Annius Bellienus (Cic. Font. 
18) was, according to Shackleton Bailey p. 103, "probably a Bellienus adopted by a C. 
Annius". However, with an eye on Augustan names such as "A. Plautius Urgulanius", 
where Urgulanius is the nomen of the grandmother, and on other names where the 
maternal nomen as such is used as a cognomen (below, Chapter VI, note 2), one could 
as well assume that this man's mother or grandmother was a Belliena. But then there is 
the case of C. Staienus, for whom some kind of adoption is in fact attested (qui se ipse 
adoptaverat et de se Aelium fecerat Cic. Brut. 241): this man is once called C. Aelius 
Staienus by Cicero (Cluent. 65). The problem is that later in this speech (Cluent. 72) 
Cicero says that this man also called himself Paetus. Shackleton Bailey opts for "C. 
Aelius Paetus Staienus" as the full adoptive nomenclature, but it might also have been 
"C. Aelius Staienus Paetus". In any case, if Cicero can be trusted in the matter of 
Staienus' nomenclature, this man will have had a nomenclature without parallel before 
the Empire (for the types Pad + Nad + Cad/Corig + Norig and Pad + Nad + Norig + 
Corig under the Empire, see Chapter IIT). 

G. Pad + Nad + Cad. There is at least one certain example of an adoptive 
nomenclature omitting any reference to the adoptee's original name: L. Sempronius 
Atratinus cos. 34 is never called Calpurnianus or Bestia, but that he was in fact 
originally a Calpurnius Bestia is attested by the inscription IG IX 2, 39 = ILS 9461, 
where his filiation is Bnotia vióç (for this filiation cf. above p. 10). 

As far as I can see, these were the main types of adoptive names in use during the 
Republic. All of them, except type F (which is not well attested anyway), are (or at least 
seem to be) attested also during the Empire. There remain, of course, some uncertain 
cases, above all that of D. (Iunius) Brutus Albinus, tyrannicide and governor of 
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Cisalpine Gaul in 44 BC. According to Shackleton Bailey "it is generally agreed that his 
natural father was D. Iunius Brutus cos. 77, and that he was adopted by a Postumius 
Albinus",2 and the fact that this man calls himself Albinus Bruti f. in his coins does 
indeed point to that conclusion. But an adoptive nomenclature consisting of the original 
tria nomina of the adoptee to which the cognomen of the adopting parent is added would 
be quite unparalleled at this time (for a much later example of this from Dacia see CIL III 
1181, noted below, Ch. III, type N, 2; but in this case the natural and the adoptive father 
were both P. Aelii). Therefore, since I would not like to consider Albinus a maternal 
name, or to consider the possibility that this man was in fact a Postumius Albinus 
adopted by a D. Brutus (note, however his coins referring to an A. Postumius cos., 
below, note 3), it seems best to assume that "D. (Iunius) Brutus Albinus" is not, strictly 
speaking, an adoptive name at all, but that D. Brutus continued to use his old name even 
after his adoption by a Postumius Albinus, only referring to the adoption by sometimes 
using the cognomen Albinus as well. Usually he is called - and he calls himself - simply 
D. Brutus, see Shackleton Bailey p. 118. In the later Republic it is often attested that 
adoptees continued to use their old names (cf. above p. 8).? 

Let us now turn to the upper classes in the time of Augustus, before passing on to 
the actual theme of this study, i.e. adoptive nomenclature after Augustus (cf. the 
Introduction, p. 5). Cn. Baebius Cn.f. Tampilus Vala Numonianus, almost certainly a 
Numonius Vala adopted by a Cn. Baebius Tampilus,* known from CIL VI 1360 = 
ILS 903, has a nomenclature apparently not attested during the Republic (nor during the 
Empire after Augustus), representing the type Pad + Nad + Cad + Corig + C(ianus); we 
now know that he was proconsul of Dalmatia, probably in early Augustan times: see AE 
1986, 547, where he is called Cn. Tamphilus Vala. Another interesting case is that of 


2 D. Brutus Albinus a Iunius Brutus adopted by a (Postumius) Albinus (on the identity of this 
Albinus, see E. Badian, Chiron 20, 1990, 404 note 19): e.g. W. Drumann - P. Groebe, Geschichte 
Roms IV (1908) 13; F. Münzer, Rómische Adelsparteien und Adelsfamilien (1920) 405-7; Id., RE 
Suppl. V 369; T. P. Wiseman, Cinna the Poet and other Roman Essays (1974) 154-6; Syme, RP II 
517. III 1243; AA 18, cf. the Index, p. 487. The opposite view, i.e., that this man was a Postumius 
adopted by a Iunius Brutus can be found in at least the Index of T.P. Wiseman, Roman Studies (1987), 
p. 404, where it is stated that he was "adopted out of Postumii Albini" (the formulation on p. 204 note 
105 "D. Brutus Albinus (by adoption)" can, I think, be interpreted in both ways). 

3 Cf. also E.J. Weinrib, HSCP 72, 1968, 261, according to whom D. Brutus' adoption was a 
testamentary one. This assumption does not, however, seem compatible with his view that even during 
the Republic testamentary adoptions were not equivalent to genuine adoptions. If a Postumius Albinus 
"did no more than institute Brutus as heir with a condicio nominis ferendi", and "Brutus fulfilled the 
condition of bearing the decedent's name in the minimal fashion: he attached only the decendent's 
cognomen to his name and left his own original nomenclature intact" (Weinrib p. 261), it would be hard 
to explain the fact that some of the coins of "Albinus Bruti f.", i.e. of D. Brutus, who according to 
Weinrib had practically nothing to do with the Postumii, refer to an (unidentified) A. Postumius cos. 
(M. Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage [1974] no. 460,3). 

4 T.P. Wiseman, New Men in the Roman Senate 139 BC - AD 14 (1974) 246 no. 285; G. Camodeca, 
Tituli 5, 1982, 151, and in: Storia del Mezzogiorno I ii (1991) 77. 
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M. Valerius Messalla Appianus cos. 12 BC, whose adoptive cognomen in -ianus 
(attested in the Fasti Capitolini, Inscr. It. XIII 1, 58) is formed from a praenomen, not 
from a nomen (this man was probably a son of Ap. Claudius Pulcher cos. 38); but 
Appius was a special praenomen that was often treated as if it were a nomen (see 
Vornamen 261 note 296). Other adoptees from Augustus' reign, with names which 
represent types known from the late Republic, are: M. Livius L.f. Drusus Libo cos. 15 
BC (probably a son of L. Scribonius Libo cos. 34 adopted by testament - cf. the filiation 
referring to the natural father - by M. Livius Drusus Claudianus); M. Licinius 
Crassus Frugi cos. 14 BC (probably a son of M. Pupius Piso Frugi pr. 44 adopted by 
M. Crassus cos. 30); T. Quinctius Crispinus Sulpicianus cos. 9 BC and T. Quinctius 
T.f. T.n. Crispinus Valerianus cos. AD 2 (perhaps a Sulpicius and a Valerius adopted by 
the same man; cf. Vornamen 228); Q. Caecilius Q.f. M.n. Metellus Creticus Silanus cos. 
AD 7 (a Iunius? Silanus adopted by а Q. Metellus M.f.;8 note that this must have 
been a regular adoption, since the filiation Q.f. cannot refer to a Iunius Silanus); A. 
Licinius A.f. A.n. Nerva Silianus cos. AD 7, a son of P. Silius Nerva cos. 20 BC (Vell. 
2,116,4), so that this, too, must have been a regular adoption; M. Aurelius Cotta 
Maximus Messalinus cos. AD 20 (i.e. only in the time of Tiberius; but surely this man 
can be mentioned among Augustan examples), younger son of M. Valerius Messalla 
Corvinus cos. 31 BC, adopted by a (M.) Aurelius Cotta.? Finally, there is the 
Augustan eques C. Sallustius Crispus, great-nephew of the historian, by whom he was 
adopted (Tac. ann. 3,30,2). Only these rria nomina are attested for him (see PIR S 61), 
but of course he cannot have been a Sallustius Crispus by birth, since he was the 
historian's sororis nepos. 


5 See E.J. Weinrib, HSCP 72, 1968, 247-278. 

6 PIR? L 189; Syme, RP II 499-503. III 1225; AA 276. 

7 This man's daughter was a Iunia (cf. CIL VI 914 = ILS 184; Tac. ann. 2,43,2), so she must have 
been born before her father's adoption. (E. Groag in RE III 1234, Caecilia 129, calls her "(Caecilia) 
Iunia", but this is surely incorrect; L. Petersen, again, says "sine dubio patri quoque nomen Iunius erat" 
[PIR? I 851], and thus does not properly distinguish between the father's status before and after the 
adoption.) 

8 E. Groag, RE III 1212; PIR* С 64; Syme, AA 98. 

9 Schol. Pers. 2,72; cf. Syme, AA 230f., 236. Note that it is now absolutely certain that Cotta 
Maximus is identical with the consul of AD 20 known previously only as "M. Aurelius Cotta": in the 
tabula Siarensis (AE 1983, 515 = 1984, 508) the consul is called M. Aurelius Cotta Maximus. 
According to Syme, AA 297, P. Comelius Cn.f. Cn.n. Lentulus Scipio cos. AD 2 was possibly adopted 
by testament by P. Scipio cos. 16 BC; but this remains altogether uncertain. 
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Adoptions are mentioned both in literary and in epigraphical sources during the 
Empire.! Much of the material offered by the literary sources is useless for my 
purposes, since it refers to adoptions of people not named. There are numerous such 
discussions of adoptions by the jurists; and what is to be done with, e.g., Quint. inst. 6 
pr.13, where it is said that Quintilian's son was adopted consulari nuper adoptione, but 
the son's adoptive name is not given? Of course there is also some evidence on 
adoptions which is useful for the student of onomastics; there is, however, no need to 
discuss this evidence here, since all the adoptions of private persons mentioned by 
ancient authors that can be used for onomastic studies will be found below in the 
Catalogue of Adoptions (Chapter III). Here it will suffice to point out that in addition to 
adopto, adoptare, etc. other expressions were also used in referring to adoptions, e.g. 
in nomen adsciscere. It should be observed that the form of an adoption, i.e. regular or 
testamentary (cf. the Introduction), cannot be inferred from the terminology used by the 
ancient authors. This emerges clearly e.g. from the mentions of Tacitus and Suetonius of 
the adoption of the future emperor Nero by Claudius. In ann. 12,25,1. 41,3 and 13,21,3 
Tacitus speaks of an adoptio, while in ann. 12,26,1 the same process is described as in 
familiam Claudiam et nomen Neronis transire; and note the combination of both 
expressions in ann. 11,11,2 adoptione mox in imperium et cognomentum Neronis 
adscitus. Suetonius, referring to the adoption of Nero by Claudius, uses adopto and 
adoptio at least four times (Claud. 27,6; 43,1; Nero 6,3; 7,2), but at Claud. 39,5 
Claudius is adsciturus in nomen Neronem. That the terminology used by the ancient 
writers cannot be used as a guide in regard to the nature of an adoption is also clear from 
some descriptions of adoptions of private persons. Though Pliny the Younger must have 
been adopted by testament by his uncle, the Elder Pliny is for him per adoptionem pater 
(Plin. epist. 5,8,5), and when Tacitus (ann. 3,30,2) says that the historian Sallust 
sororis nepotem in nomen adscivit, it does not necessarily mean that this adoption was 
not a regular one. Further, according to Suetonius (Galba 4,1), Galba was adoptatus ... 
a noverca sua Livia: women could not, of course, adopt and so adoptare can refer here 
only to a nominis ferendi condicio imposed by Livia Ocellina in her testament on her 
heir.2 

Indirect mentions of adoptions are not easy to come by. When Velleius Paterculus 
says that his brother was called Magius Celer Velleianus (Vell. 2,115,1), we can be sure 


1 See the Thesaurus linguae Latinae, the Thesaurus linguae Latinae epigraphicae and the Dizionario 
epigrafico s.v. adoptio, adoptivus, adopto, (in nomen) adsciscere etc. for much of the material. 

2 Note, however, Suet. Galba 17,1 Pisonem ... testamento ... semper in bona et nomen adscitum ... 
adoptavit, where in nomen adsciscere refers to an (expected) testamentary, adoptare to a (fulfilled) 
regular adoption. But, of course, it would have been difficult to describe otherwise the fact that Piso was 
already Galba's named heir under the nominis ferendi condicio when Galba adopted him. 
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that Velleius' brother had been adopted by a Magius (Celer?). But for the fact that (e.g.) 
two men with different nomina are said to be brothers (as, e.g., the Younger Cato and 
(Q. Servilius) Caepio in Plut., Cat. min. 1,1 or Vipstanus Messalla and Aquilius 
Regulus in Tac. hist. 4,42,1) there are often better explanations than adoption; in the 
case of Cato and Caepio (and surely also in that of Messalla and Regulus) the 
explanation is that the two were sons of a woman married twice. (Of course frater can 
also sometimes mean ‘first cousin', but apparently only when fratres patrueles, children 
of brothers, are meant, so that the two fratres had the same nomen; cf. D.R. Shackleton 
Bailey, AJAH 2, 1977, 148-50.) As for sons having nomina differing from those of 
their fathers, there is the case of Anicius Cerealis and "his son" Sex. Papinius, Dio 
59,25,5b (AD 40); according to Seneca, De Ira 3,18,3, Papinius' father was an ex- 
consul, i.e. Sex. Papinius Allenius cos. 36. There is the possibility that we are dealing 
with an adoption, Cerealis' son having been adopted by Sex. Papinius cos. 36 after the 
suicide of the consul's natural son Sex. Papinius in AD 37 (Tac. ann. 6,49). On the 
other hand, Anicius Cerealis was consul only in AD 65, and it is hard to see how he 
could have had a son who could be accused of conspiracy and killed in AD 40; perhaps 
there is something wrong with the text of Dio (for this solution see LE. Grady, RhM 59, 
1981, 261ff.). - For M. Licinius Crassus Frugi cos. 27 and his sons Cn. Pompeius 
Magnus and L. Calpurnius Piso Frugi Licinianus see above p. 4. 

As for the epigraphical evidence, it is only very seldom that one can find adoptions 
explicitly mentioned in inscriptions. As far as I can see, there are only eight Latin 
inscriptions referring to adoptions. Two of them are rather fragmentary: CIL V 6012 
from Mediolanum, where the text may have run roughly as follows: /.] Gallen[io . f.] / 
Ouf. V[itali(?) / [.] Galleni[ius . f.(?)] / [V]italis [-?-] / (pat?]ri adopti[vo -?-] / et 
sibi [ -?- ]. CIL VIII 24003, dated to AD 146, is even more difficult to interpret, but 
this inscription does at least offer the phrase in loco fili adoptavit. 'The other inscriptions 
are CIL VI 3450. 33513 (2 ILS 8556); CIL XIII 415. 2036 (2 ILS 7723). 3632 (2 ILS 
4564 = ILBelg. 62); CIL III 1181, cf. 1182, where the adoptive daughter of the same 
man is mentioned. (For the details of these inscriptions see the Catalogue of Adoptions.) 
None of these inscriptions seems earlier than the second century (CIL VI 3450 should 
probably be dated to the late 3rd - early 4th century), and they all have one thing in 
common: none of the adoptees in these inscriptions has changed his nomen after the 
adoption. (In CIL III 1181 both the natural and the adoptive father are P. Aelii.) Among 
the Greek inscriptions, wherein adoptions are mentioned now and then,? I can find 


3 Adoptions are usually indicated in Greek inscriptions by the use of phrases like oot: дё (e.g. ILS 
8816 = IGR III 486 'Ерролос XAAA£ov, pbgeı 6€ Avoyévovg; there are numerous other examples) or, on 
the other hand, 0éce: бё (e.g. IG XII 7, 246; SEG XXXVII 463). Other expressions are kaß’viodeoiav 
or voOgctav (TAM II 247 TAnnöAsnog 'I&covoc, xaß’vioßesiav 'Hpoóótov and e.g. IG XII 8, 160; 
IGR IV 482. 1115. 1124. 1143; I. Keramos 4.9; I. Iasos 178. 198. 199. 205; V. Kontorini, Anekdotes 
epigr. Rodou II [1989] 55. 58. 60 - no. 58 opposing xa8’voB8eciav to катй yéveoiv), xat 
vioßeciav (I. Iasos 163. 632), котй Ё vioĝeciav (I. Mylasa 203), 61& tijv viodeciav (I. Mylasa 
861), kaß’viorontav (I. Iasos 215. 230). For a study of adoption in Rhodian society see E.E. Rice, in: 
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only one of some interest, where the adoption of a Roman citizen, whose name is given 
in full (for a Greek inscription where obviously only a part of the full nomenclature 15 
given, see below, type O, 2), is mentioned, IG II/II 3979. This is an interesting 
inscription, since it seems to be the only certain piece of evidence for an adoptive 
nomenclature where the natural father is named before the adoptive father (see the 
Catalogue, type L). Other Greek inscriptions mentioning adoptees who were Roman 
citizens (e.g. the inscription from Lindos from the late first century, C. Blinckenberg, 
Lindos II (1941) no. 384, for which see C. Habicht, ZPE 84, 1990, 113ff., [Ti]toc 
Ф[„&ъо ос $1Aokpótoug vióg Kv[pleli]va ‘AyAdx[aptloc, ко0'Фодғсіау бё 
Newao[wu]xov, Bpacıog; similar cases іп IGR IV 1472 = I. Smyrna 508; IGR IV 
1568-70 [Teos]) are not of much use for the study of adoptive nomenclature, for in all 
these cases the adoptions may have taken place before the adoptees were made Roman 
citizens; or both the natural and the adoptive father may in each case have had the same 
nomen, Flavius or (as in the inscriptions from Smyrna and Teos) Claudius. (An 
adoption may be referred to also in Fouilles de Xanthos VII no. 60, cf. S.M. Marengo, 
Picus 5, 1987, 177ff.) 

Most of the epigraphical evidence for adoptions is, however, indirect. For instance, 
when a son whose nomenclature seems adoptive (the certain examples of adoptions give 
us an idea of what to look for) is named along with a father who has a different nomen, 
it seems reasonable to assume that the son has been adopted. And a man called Ti. 
Claudius L.f. Helvius Secundus (AE 1925, 44; Appendix, d, 3) is probably the son of a 
L. Helvius adopted (by testament) by a Ti. Claudius rather than the son of a L. Claudius 
Helvius Secundus, since during the Empire many adoptees had a name of this type, 
since there were not very many L. Claudii, and since probably only a few of them would 
have given their sons the praenomen Tiberius. The indirect evidence for adoptions will, 
however, be treated case by case in the following sections. Here it should be enough to 
note some problematic cases. There is, for instance, the problem of sons called filius 
naturalis, whose nomen differs from that of the father (but whose nomenclature in other 
respects does not seem to point to an adoption), as (e.g.) in CIL VI 8098 Q. Titio 
Pastorali filio naturali ... L. Axilius Musaeus pater. Has the son been adopted by a Q. 
Titius? That is possible. But I think that in most cases another explanation is more 
probable, namely that we are dealing with sons not born from parents legitimately 
married (in the case above the son would have inherited his nomen from his mother 
Titia, who would have been Q.f. or Q./.). Note, for instance, CIL X 1138 C. 
Mamercio Sp f. Ianuario ... P. Paccius Ianuarius filio naturali et Mamercia Grapte ... 
filio; CIL IX 888 - ILS 8555 Ti. Statorio Gemino ... Numisia Aug. n. ser(va) coniugi 
... Capriolus filius naturalis patri, and RIU 904 mentioning both a filius legitimus and 
some filii naturales. So I think it is better not to consider these cases at all in a study 
on adoptive nomenclature, at least not those cases where the son has no filiation at all or 
has the filiation Sp.f., for which see Vornamen 54f. (And observe also those cases 


J. Dietz and I. Papachristodoulou (eds.), Archaeology in the Dodecanese (1988) 138ff. 


4 On this inscription see H. Stiegler, in: Festschrift A. Kránzlein (Grazer Rechts- u. Staatswiss. 
Studien 53, 1986) 109-122. 
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where the son, though not called naturalis, has the nomen of the mother, not that of the 
father; cf. the examples collected by M. Boudreau Flory, CJ 79, 1984, 221 and e.g. AE 
1972, 134 [Uria], C. Avius Rufus, the son of T. Flavius Phrates and Avia Apate; CIL 
III 5890, etc.: obviously for the most part illegitimate sons.) But sometimes sons (again 
with a nomen differing from that of the father) designated as naturales have a real 
filiation, referring to a father not identical with the father named in the inscription, e.g. 
CIL VI 18658 A. Fulvi A f. Celeris ... L. Oppius Valerianus filio naturali. There is the 
possibility that such a filiation is fictive, cf. e.g. CIL X 4246 ex testamento Cn. Numidi 
Berylli, L. Allio L.f. Quartino filio suo (age: 7 years) ... et Alliae Nysae concubinae, 
where the filiation of the son does look like an "imaginary" one; and fictive filiations are 
attested in the case of soldiers;? but it also seems possible to assume (though I will not 
pursue the matter further) that these may be cases of adoption, and the same goes for 
similar cases where the son is designated simply as filius (e.g. CIL VI 32666 M. Mario 
M.f. Cla. Campano ... D. Valgius Celsus filio). As we shall see, an adoptive 
nomenclature did not necessarily look like one; see the Catalogue of Adoptions, type 
О;6 that section will also refer to some examples of senators having a nomen differing 


5 The filiation of L. Allius L.f. Quartinus in CIL X 4246 is called "imaginary" by H.L. Royden, The 
Magistrates of the Roman Professional Collegia in Italy (1988) 19 note 113. As for soldiers' fictive 
filiations, cf. Dessau on ILS 2483 (note 2); J.E. Bogaers, in: Rome and her Northern Provinces (Papers 
pres. to S. Frere, 1983), 23 + note 45 on p. 30; G. Forni, in: Heer und Integrationspolitik (1986) 299; 
and now especially the inscription from Serrhae published (and interpreted correctly) by L.D. 
Loukopoulou, in: Poikila. Meletemata 10 (Athens 1990) 185, C. Sertorius C f. / sive Cetrizis / 
Besidelti f., eques / missicius alae / Antianae. Cf. the case of C. Ofillius Proculus (below note 6). 

6 Other inscriptions mentioning filii naturales with nomina differing from those of their fathers: CIL 
VI 34048; V 5268. Filiae naturales: CIL VI 7788 = ILS 8219; CIL VIII 3909; AE 1984, 603 (Spain). 
The case of C. Ofillius A.f. Cor. Proculus, mentioned in several Ephesian inscriptions of Augustan date 
(I. Ephesos 402. 404-407. 3092) as the son of a certain C. Sextilius P.f. Vot. Pollio and his wife Ofillia 
A.f. Bassa, remains unclear; but perhaps he, too, was an illegitimate son, his parents having married 
only after his birth. A.f. would in that case be a fictive filiation, referring to a non-existent Aulus 
inferred from the filiation A f. of the mother. Some scholars think that Ofillia Bassa was married twice, 
Ofillius Proculus being her son from her first marriage, and thus only Sextilius Pollio's stepson (thus 
D. Knibbe and M. Büyükkolanci, JOAI 59, 1989, 44f.; D. Knibbe, Н. Engelmann and B. Iplikcioglu, 
ibid. Beiblatt 201f.). However, it would follow from this that Ofillia A.f. Bassa's first husband was an 
A. Ofillius (like Bassa's father must have been), and that this A. Ofillius did not give his own 
praenomen to his son, but a praenomen which happened to be identical with that of the man Bassa was 
to marry at some later time. To me this explanation of the nomenclature of these men does not seem 
very likely. (Note, by the way, that Ofillius Proculus may have, at some later time, been adopted by 
Sextilius Pollio, for he may well be identical with a C. Sextilius Proculus - whose son is called Pollio - 
who is named after C. Sextilius Pollio in a new list of contributors from Ephesus, JÓAI 59, 1989, 
197ff. no. 37, a, lines 4ff. Cf. also AE 1966, 205 = I. Barcelona 52 L. Cornelius G.f. Gal. Secundus ... 
О. Cornelio G f. Gal. Nigro fratri, G. Aemilio L.f. Gal. patri, Corneliae matri, where the two Cornelii 
use the nomen of their mother but seem to refer in their filiation to their father G. Aemilius. 
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from that of the father. As for women, it is, as my colleague Mika Kajava informs me, 
fairly well attested that women were given the maternal, not the paternal nomen (for 
details I refer to Mr. Kajava's forthcoming book on the subject), and so we do not have 
to consider such cases at all in a study on adoptive nomenclature. - Another somewhat 
problematic case is again that noted above where the literary evidence was discussed, 
namely two brothers having different nomina. Of course, if one of the brothers has a 
name that seems adoptive, it will be assumed here that he has in fact been adopted. But 
when nothing points to an adoption, as, e.g., in the case of a certain Q. Modius, brother 
of the late Augustan proconsul of Asia, C. Vibius Postumus (I. Magnesia / Maeander 
152), or in the case of C. Caecilius L.fil. Claudia Flaccus, designated as the brother of 
the senator T. Ocratius Valerianus and the equestrian Q. Ocratius Titianus (IL; Maroc 455, 
cf. 463), it seems (again) better to consider the brothers sons of a woman married twice, 
rather than to assume that an adoption has taken place. (For further examples of fratres 
with different nomina in inscriptions see, e.g., CIL IX 669; CIL V 966. 6790/91, to 
adduce only inscriptions mentioning domi nobiles). 

However, what is most problematic for the student of onomastics (and, to be sure, 
for the student of Roman society as well) are the long names consisting of many nomina 
and many cognomina. Take, for instance, a name like "Sex. Pulfennius M.f. Ter. 
Salutaris M. Luccius Valerius Severus Plotius Cilo" (CIL X 4864). The nomenclature 
might be adoptive; but, as we now know better, thanks largely to the work of R. Syme, 
it might also be a combination of paternal and maternal items, to which names inherited 
from other relatives have been added. Accordingly, for a name like this there are a priori 
many possible interpretations. The man could be a Sex. Pulfennius, son of a M. 
Pulfennius, whose mother was a Luccia M.f., or perhaps a Plotia; or he could be a M. 
Luccius adopted (by testament) by a Sex. Pulfennius; and so on. Sometimes the 
interpretation of a long name is facilitated by the fact that a man who in some documents 
has a long name is called in other documents by a shorter name (praenomen + nomen + 
1-2 cognomina), which usually includes the paternal nomen - but not always. As 
Observed in the Introduction, it will be seen that there are not many rules that govern the 
nomenclature of polyonymi. But, then, filiations and tribes can also be of help for the 
interpretation of a given name. This is, however, not the place to enter into all this, since 
the case by case discussion of these and other details dominates much of the present 
study. 
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III CATALOGUE OF ADOPTIONS 


In a study of adoptive nomenclature during the Roman Empire, it is surely best to start 
with a definition of "adoptive nomenclature". This is most conveniently achieved by 
registering all the name types that are in some way attested as adoptive; this will be done 
in this chapter. The Catalogue will include data, discussed case by case, relevant to the 
establishment of the fact that someone has been adopted and, e.g., information on the 
various name forms attested for polyonymi (if information of this kind is available). 
Usually only one date (e.g. that of the consulate) is given for the persons discussed in 
the Catalogue (if they can be dated at all), and the discussion will concentrate on 
onomastic aspects (not much will thus normally be said e.g. on the careers of the men 
whose nomenclature is discussed). Citation of secondary literature will be kept to a 
minimum, unless it is in some way relevant from the viewpoint of the student of 
onomastics. The Catalogue will be divided according to the different name types, some 
of which are common, some most uncommon. As observed in the Introduction, the 
sections dealing with uncommon name types may include names which are not for 
certain adoptive, whereas I have excluded from the sections dealing with common name 
types, e.g. E and H, all cases which are in some way uncertain. The uncertain cases will 
be discussed in the Appendix. The abbreviations used are the same as those in Chapter I 
(with the addition of Porig = original praenomen). 


А. Pad + Маа + Cad/Corig + C(ianus) 


This is the name type well known from Republican times. During the Empire this type 
seems to be attested mainly in the first century. Note that in most cases we cannot say 


1 As I stated in the Introduction, the evidence concerning adoptions of women (for which see Gaius, 
Inst. 1,101) will be presented in this note (again, nothing will be said on adoptions in imperial 
families). Note that there is apparently no evidence for adoptions of women during the Republic 
(Shackleton Bailey, AJAH 2, 1977, 149). From the end of the first century AD we know the case of 
Domitius Lucanus' daughter, who was adopted by Lucanus' brother Domitius Tullus (Plin. epist. 
8,18,4). The other cases known to me are CIL VI 33981, where a Flavia Alexandr(ia), filia atoptaticia 
of a certain T. Flavius Augustalis is named (after the word atoptaticia Lanciani read the letters censi, 
the interpretation of which is uncertain); CIL III 1182 (Apulum, Dacia) Publiae Aeliae Iulianae 
Marcellae ... fil. P. Ael. Iuliani eq.R. ... et adoptive P. Ael. Marcelli v.e. (cf. below, N 2). For an 
example from the Greek East referring to a Roman citizen see L. Robert, Etudes épigraphiques et 
philologiques (1938) 128ff. (Chius). That is, as far as I can see, all; for in those cases in which a 
daughter does not have the nomen of her father, one does not necessarily have to assume that an adoption 
has taken place (cf. above p. 19). On the other hand, on the basis of her filiation Claudia Ti.f. Fadilla 
c.f. from Allifae (PFOS no. 237), whose father (parens) was called C. Fadius Auctus, may well have 
been adopted by a Ti. Claudius (thus G. Camodeca, in: Il territorio allifano [Convegno di studi 1987], 
1990, 136). 
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whether the first cognomen is adoptive (i.e. coming from the adoptive father) or ће 
original cognomen of the adoptee. 

1. Magius Celer Velleianus (certain emendation for the transmitted ulliflanus), the 
brother of Velleius Paterculus (Vell. 2,115,1), and thus adopted by a Magius (Celer?); 
pr. AD 15 (PIR?M 88). 

2. L. Iunius Gallio Annaeanus, originally Annaeus Novatus, Seneca's brother, 
adopted by (L.) Iunius Gallio, the Elder Seneca's senatorial friend, cos. suff. 56 (PIR? I 
757 [not entirely satisfactory on Gallio's nomenclature]). Usually called (L.) Junius 
Gallio? or simply Gallio (see PIR), L. Iunius Gallio Annaeanus only in IG VII 1676 
from Plataeae (’Aviavoc). Annaeus Gallio in Plin. nat. 31,62 may be only an incorrect 
combination of an original and of an adoptive name (cf. nat. 7,55 modo in Annaea 
domo Gallionem a Castellano liberto non discernebant), otherwise one has to read 
Annae<an>us Gallio. According to M. Griffin, Seneca (1976) 48 note 2 the adoption 
was testamentary, but for that there is no evidence. 

3. L. Magius Sex.f. A[em.(?). --- ] Urgulanianus, p/ --- ] (or PI --- ]?), (centurio) 
speculator(um), prim[us pilus], then equestrian officer with a career ending in a 
tribunate of an urban cohort (AE 1984, 183, cf. H. Solin, Arctos 18, 1984, 131f., from 
Suessa Aurunca). After the tribe, a first cognomen must be supplied. Probably earlier 
first century. The inscription mentions also a Sex. Urgulanius Sex.[f. ---], /Ivir, 
augur, ..., praef. [fabrum? --- ], who must be the brother of L. Magius.? But even 
if he were the father of L. Magius, it is clear that the latter must have been an Urgulanius 
adopted by а L. Magius. Note that, since L. Magius is Sex f., not L.f., the adoption 
must have been testamentary. 

4. C. Utianus C.f. Pom. Rufus Latinianus, ////vir i.d. iter., the brother of Latinia 
M.f. Posilla (Latiniae M f. etc. [sor]ori Latiniani), ILS 9390 = Inscr. It. III 1, 113 
(Volcei, from the period between AD 14 and AD 42 because of the mention of a 
sacerd(os) Iuliae Augustae, cf. H. Solin, Zu lukanischen Inschriften [1981] 37). It is 
obvious that the man is a Latinius M.f. adopted by a C. Utianus. The filiation C f. 
shows the adoption was a regular one. 

5. CIL IX 1607 (Beneventum). The text of this inscription (the stone was destroyed 
in 1779) has been transmitted as follows: 


€*€0669060«492969069296994522062000600209069926400600690602500609206092922 


C. Firmilio Cf. Pup. Rufo ............. 

L. Terentio Lf. Ste. Rufo Firmiliano 
It is obvious that members of the same family are mentioned, for instance a father and 
his two sons, or two brothers and (at the end of the text) the son of the second brother. 


2 AE 1960, 61f.; CIL IV 3340,45 (for the date of the consulate see G. Camodeca, ZPE 63, 1986, 
208); Dio 60,35,2 and Tac. ann. 15,73,3 (who both say that Gallio was Seneca's brother; for other 
attestations of the relationship see PIR); SIG? 801D = SEG III 389, cf. SEG XXIV 384 (fragmentary). 

3 M. Pagano - A.M. Villucci, RAAN 57, 1982, 215; H. Solin, Arctos 18, 1984, 130f. 
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Be that as it may, it seems certain that the Terentius mentioned at the end of the 
inscription is a Firmilius adopted by aL. Terentius. Rufus was probably this man's 
original cognomen (cf. the Firmilius Rufus). The adoption must have been a regular one 
since L. Terentius' filiation is L f. (not C.f.) and since he has changed his tribe. 

6. CIL V 3422 (Verona) [S]ex. Salanio Sex,f. Pob. І Mandato Viriano ! IIIIIvir. | 
... / Paco[niai] Sex.f. / Paullai uxori / Sex. Virio Sex.f. | Mercatori / (etc.). Early first 
century. Sex. Virius Mercator is obviously the son of the couple named before him. 
Since he is a Virius, and his father a Salanius Virianus, it follows that the father has been 
adopted by a Sex. Salanius after the son's birth. The adoptive father may well have been 
the man named in CIL V 3373, Sex. Salaniu[s] P.f. Mandat[us], miles leg. XV. The 
nature of the adoption (regular or testamentary) cannot be established, since the adoptee 
was probably originally a Virius Sex f., so that his filiation could refer to the natural as 
well as to the adoptive father. | 

7. CIL VI 25531 C. Rubrius Urbanus sibi et Antoniae Domesticae coniugi suae et 
Cn. Domitio Urbico Rubriano filio. Since the father's cognomen is Urbanus, the son 
was probably a Rubrius Urbicus before his adoption by a Cn. Domitius. The inscription 
does not seem to be from the earliest Empire. 

8. P. Meclonius Proculus Torasianus pontif., son of C. Torasius C.f. Hor. Severus 
Illlvir i.d., augur (CIL XI 4815 = ILS 6638, Spoletium). Possibly from the second 
century. 

As regards Greeks inscriptions, IGR IV 671 from Prymnessus (from the time of an 
emperor called "M. Aurelius Antoninus"), mentioning a certain C. Antonius Paulinus 
Aurelianus and his father Aurelius Cissus, could also belong here, but perhaps the 
father, too, was in fact an Antonius, calling himself Aurelius and his son Aurelianus in 
honour of the emperor. For the interpretation of IGR IV 994 (Samos: Ti. Claudius 
Matreas and his son L. Vitellius Hermandes Claudianus) see B. Holtheide, Rómische 
Bürgerrechtspolitik und rómische Neubürger in der Provinz Asia (1983) 58. 

Note also L. Arruntius Camillus Scribonianus (PIR? A 1140), cos. 32, most 
probably a son of M. Furius Camillus cos. AD 8 adopted by L. Arruntius cos. AD 6, 
though the cognomen Scribonianus is not, of course, formed from the original nomen 
of this man (it probably comes from his mother, the wife of M. Camillus cos. 8, cf. E.J. 
Weinrib, HSCP 72, 1968, 264ff.). 

Other examples of this type cannot be verified as adoptive names.4 


4 If the two men in the inscription Mem. Am. Ac. Rome 9, 1931, 99 no.26, M. Ortilio(?) Pio 
Ulpiano M. Ulpius [ --- ], are father and son, then the son might have been adopted by a M. Ortilius(?). 
Sex. Pontius Sex.f. Aem. Ruga Pescen(nianus) in CIL VI 24732 is the patron of the same persons as 
Pescennia L.l. Aucta in CIL VI 23964, and so the man looks like a Pescennius (L.f.?) adopted by a Sex. 
Pontius. M. Aquila C.f. Iulianus cos. ord. 38 (PIR? A 982) could, according to Syme, RP IV 384. V 
646, have been the son of a C. Iulius adopted (by testament) by a M. Arruntius Aquila (his official, 
unabbreviated name would then have been M. Arruntius C.f. Aquila Iulianus). L. Rubellius T.f. 
Geminus Caesianus CIL VI 25503, according to Syme, RP IV 187, possibly the son of a T. Caesius 
adopted by a L. Rubellius Geminus (cf. the consul of AD 29). Ti. Plautius M.f. Ani. Silvanus 
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B. Pad + Nad + C(ianus) 


During the Republic this name type was used mainly in those cases where both the 
adoptee and the adopting parent had no cognomina. During the Empire most people had 
a cognomen, and so there are not many examples of this name type datable to the 
Empire, though this type seems in fact to have also been used by people who did have 
cognomina: both Seianus and his adoptive father probably had a cognomen at the time 
when Seianus was adopted (Seianus may have been called e.g. Strabo like his father; for 
his adoptive father see note 5). 

1. L. Aelius Seianus, son of L. Seius Strabo, praetorian prefect (like his father), and 
consul with Tiberius in AD 31, adopted by an Aelius (PIR? A 255).5 

2. CIL V 58 = Inscr. It. X 1, 89 (Pola) Q. Petillio C.f. Velin(a) / Crispo decurioni / 
C. Plaestinus C f. Petillian(us) / frater fecit. As B. Forlati Tamaro (Inscr. It. X 1 p. 52) 
recognised, the brother of Q. Petillius has been adopted by a C. Plaestinus. Plaestinus' 
filiation can refer either to the natural or to the adoptive father, since both had the 
praenomen Gaius. 

3. Pais 224 = Inscr. It. X 4, 83 (Tergeste) ©. Albi Sec(undi?) et / M'. Titi 
Alb(iani). Probably two brothers, опе of whom has been adopted by a М". Titius (thus 
also P. Sticotti, Inscr. It. X 4 p. 44). 

C. Iulius Flavianus, the son of the gymnasiarch Flavius Menophantus (IGR IV 456, 
late first - early second century) may also belong here (thus IGR), though one could also 
imagine that the full nomenclature of the father is not given. 


C. Pad + Nad + C(ianus) + Corig(?) 


This type, for which there is only one parallel from the Republic, namely Cicero 
addressing Atticus in one of his letters as ©. Caecilius Pomponianus Atticus (see p. 8) 
is perhaps attested only once in the Imperial period: 


Aelianus, cos. 45, II 74: for many scholars he is an adoptive son either of M. Plautius Silvanus cos. 2 
BC or of M. Plautius Silvanus pr. AD 24: but there are many problems connected with this man, cf. 
e.g. Vogel-Weidemann 408-413; M.G. Granino Cecere, Tituli 4, 1982, 674 (I now think that this man's 
nomenclature can be explained most conveniently by assuming that not he himself, but his father was a 
patrician Aelius Lamia who had been adopted by a M. Plautius). - As for men whose nomenclature looks 
adoptive, but who have the "original" cognomen, L. Fundanius Lamia Aelianus cos. ord. 116 (PIR2 A 
204; the nomen Fundanius is attested in AE 1947, 4 and in the Fasti Potentini [where only L. Fun- 
has been preserved]) could be the son of a L. Fundanius and an Aelia, daughter of L. Aelius Lamia 
Plautius Aelianus cos. 80. A similar explanation could be given for the nomenclature of Q. Mutill [ius] 
Sura Accianus (CIL V 876; PIR? M 762), cf. Accius Sura PIR? A 20. 

5 The adoptive father is sometimes thought to have been Q. Aelius Tubero; others consider Aelius 
Gallus, the prefect of Egypt, as a possible candidate (see e.g. the literature cited in Vornamen 228 note 
203; add, for Aelius Gallus, B. Levick, Tiberius the Politician [1976] 159). If Gallus' praenomen was 
Lucius, he would seem to be the more probable choice. | 
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1. CIL III 3028 + add. p.1643, cf. A. Degrassi, Epigraphica 4, 1942, 193f. no.3; 
ILJug. 253 (Tarsatica, Dalmatia) C. Notario / Vettidiano / Secundo ! II[v]ir. iur. dic., I 
s[a]c(erdoti) Aug. / fratri І T. Vettidius Nepo[s] | (etc.). Obviously two Vettidii, one of 
whom has been adopted by a C. Notarius. Secundus is probably the adoptee's original 
cognomen, though, of course, we cannot know for sure. Vettidius Nepos appears also 
in CIL III 3029 = Epigraphica 4, 1942, 194 no.4. 

There may, however, be a further example of this type of adoptive nomenclature. 
Five Pompeian inscriptions of early imperial date refer to a certain M. Lucretius L.f. 
Decidian(us) Rufus, trib. mil. a populo, praef. fabr. etc. (ILS 6363a-d; CIL X 952); 
one of the texts, ILS. 6363d, was apparently, to judge from the use of the word 
reposuit, restored (after AD 62?: Castrén, Ordo 162) by a certain M. Decidius Pilonius 
Rufus, who looks like a descendant (and a descendant also of M. Pilonius Rufus who 
set up the inscription ILS 6363b). This might mean that our man was a Decidius L.f. 
Rufus adopted by a M. Lucretius (thus Castrén, Ordo 95). 


D. Pad + Nad + Cad/Corig + Norig 


This name type, also when it is not known to have been adoptive, seems to be attested 
only in the first century. In example no. 1 the cognomen is envious the original one, in 
no. 2 it is adoptive. 

1. CIL X 4862 = ILS 2690 (Venafrum) Lusia M f. Paullina / Sex. Vettuleni Cerialis 
/ sibi et / M. Vergilio M f. Ter. Gallo Lusio / patri, prim. pil. leg. XI etc., idio[lo]go / 
ad Aegyptum, Ilvir. iterum, pontif., | A. Lusio Af. Ter. Gallo fratri, / trib. mil. leg. 
XXII Cyrenaicae, praef. equit. This inscription is dated to the reign of Tiberius (and so 
the husband of Lusia Paullina cannot, of course, be identified with the Vespasianic 
consul). That M. Vergilius Gallus Lusius (Pflaum, Carriéres no.7; PME V 66) was a 
Lusius adopted by a M. Vergilius seems certain.” The problem with this inscription is 
that his son (PIR? L 434; Devijver, Studia Hellenistica 22 [1975] 74 no.79) is an A. 
Lusius A.f., his daughter a Lusia M.f. (The explanation of A. Stein, RE XIII 1873, is 
not satisfactory.) One would expect her to be either a Lusia A.f., or, if she was born 
after her father's adoption, a Vergilia M.f., since the filiation M.f. seems to refer to the 
father's adoptive, A.f. to his original nomenclature. (Accordingly the father must have 
originally been an A. Lusius.) But perhaps there is an explanation for this; cf. the case of 
P. Catienus T.f. Serg. Festus, below, E 3 and p. 55f. 

2. C. Sallustius Crispus Passienus, cos. suff. 27, II ord. 44 (RE XVIII 2, 2097f. 
no.2), usually regarded as the son of L. Passienus Rufus cos. 4 BC adopted by C. 
Sallustius Crispus, the eminent Augustan eques (himself adopted by the historian, cf. 
above p. 14).8 He is called С. Passienus Crispus as cos. П in CIL XIII 4565 (and in 


6 R. Syme, RP I 330 note 2; W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 845; Dobson, Primipilares 171. 

7 See, e.g., A. Stein, RE XIII 1873; PIR2 L 434; PME V 66; Dobson, Primipilares 171. 

8 Stein, Ritterstand 197 note 1; R. Hanslik, RE XVIII 2, 2097; Syme, RP II 665. III 1086. IV 192; 
Cébeillac, Quaestores 28; Vogel-Weidemann 330; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 281. 
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some modern works of reference), Passienus Crispus (or Crispus Passienus) by some 
ancient authors, but that the name form given above was the correct one is now known. 
from new documents. The full name C. Sallustius Crispus Passienus appears (or may 
be restored) in the inscription from Cos cited by Stein, Ritterstand 197 note 1 and by 
Vogel-Weidemann 327;? in I. Ephesos 716. 3025. 3026; in a wax tablet from Puteoli 
(G. Camodeca in Actes Degrassi 69: as cos. II); and in CIL XV 7508. Other name forms 
attested for him: C. S[allus]tius Crispus P. Vind. L 135 (ZPE 36, 1979, 110; SB XVI 
12609: as cos. I); [C. Sallus]tius Passienus the Fasti Allifani (С. Camodeca, I. 
convegno gruppi archeol. Italia merid. 1986 [1988] 32: cos. 1); C. Sall[---] the Fasti 
Arvalium (Inscr. It. XIII 1, 299: cos. I); C. Sal. or Sall. the tesserae, RE XVII 1431 
no.126f. (as cos.II; Dio 60,23,1 has Голос Крістос, the manuscript fasti Crispus). 

3. L. Calventius Vetus Carminius, cos. suff. 51 (PIR? C 428). The full name 
appears only in AE 1950, 217 = 1969/70, 238 = I. Conventus Pacensis 615 (where this 
man is mentioned as legate of Lusitania); as consul he is called L. Calventius Vetus (RE 
XVII 1431 no.129 = ILS 5161g; AE 1973, 139 and other wax tablets from Puteoli, cf. 
G. Camodeca in Actes Degrassi 71f.), though there seem to be traces of the nomen 
 Carminius in one document.!9 Now, this man's sons were Carminii, not Calventii,!! 

and there seem to be Carminii in Lusitania, who may owe the nomen to the legate (CIL II 
625 = I. Conventus Pacensis 625); this seems to imply that he was originally a 
Carminius (Vetus?) and that he had been adopted by a L. Calventius.12 


9 The letters exı[-] following after Nacotfvov in the inscription from Cos (cf. [--]equi[--] in I. 
Ephesos 3025) probably do not belong to this man's nomenclature. 

10 The correct reading of the wax tablet AE 1973, 140 by G. Camodeca (see Actes Degrassi 71) is 
L. [A]ntistio Carminio Vetere (sic); but this name form, which seems to have been influenced by the 
name of the consul of 50, C. Antistius Vetus, is, Of course, totally erroneous. 

11 L. Carminius Lusitanicus, cos. suff. 81 (CIL VI 2060; PIR? C 434), born probably during his 
father's governorship in Lusitania; Sex. Carminius Vetus, cos. suff. probably in 83, proconsul of Asia 
in 96/7 or 97/8 (CIL XIV 4725; I. Ephesos 264; cf. PIR? C 436. 439; G. Alföldy and H. Halfmann, 
Chiron 3, 1973, 353f. = G. Alföldy, Röm. Heeresgeschichte 175f.). For later Sex. Carminii Veteres, 
consuls in 116 and 150, see PIR? C 437f. Since no senatorial L. Calventii are known around AD 100, 
Sex. Carminius Vetus cos. 83(?) is sometimes thought to have been the patron of the kalator L. 
Calventius Eunomus mentioned in CIL VI 31034. 32445 and to have, accordingly, also borne the names 
L. Calventius (see PIR? C 336. 436; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 150); this must, however, remain 
uncertain (note, besides the fact that Carminius was certainly the consul's main nomen, that new 
citizens in Asia who had assumed his name were Carminii, cf. Syme, RP II 678 and Halfmann, 
Senatoren 42, so that his freedmen should have been Carminii, too). | | 

12 [t is not possible to say whether other examples of this name type should be interpreted as adoptive 
(Sex. Vibius C.f. Severus Suetrius in CIL V 7900 for instance might be a Suetrius C.f. adopted by a 
Sex. Vibius, but, on the other hand, he might just as well be the son of C. Vibius married to a Suetria); 
certainly not adoptive is the name of [L. Bellicius?] Marcellus Claudius (EE IX 676; PIR? B 100), the 
son of L. Bellicius Sollers PIR2 B 103 (below, O 1) and Claudia Marcellina. 
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E. Pad + Nad + Norig + Corig 


This type of adoptive nomenclature, familiar to all because of Pliny the Younger, seems 
to have been very popular during the first and the second centuries. On the question 
whether the cognomen is in all cases the original one, see below, type N. 

1. CIL V 7566 (Hasta) L. Pompeio M f. Pol. І patri, aid., IIvir., Hvir. І quinq., tr. 
mil. a populo І... І A. Hostilius L.f. Pol. | Pompeius Macer. Because of the tribunate a 
populo from the earliest Empire (cf. C. Nicolet, MEFR 79, 1967, 29ff.). A 
testamentary adoption. 

2. Sex. Te(i)dius Valerius Catullus, cos. suff. 31 (RE VA 127f. no.3; Syme, RP' VII 
492ff.). Certainly to be identified with / --- ] L.f. Valerius Catullus cos. mentioned 
together with a / --- / Catullus pontif. in CIL XIV 2095 from Lanuvium. Now this 
Catullus pontif. is named after the consul in the third line of the inscription and so he is 
beyond any doubt the consul's son. The ordinatio of the inscription shows that for the 
son, only one nomen (and, of course, a praenomen) can be supplied in the lacuna. 
Theoretically it is possible to restore either Teidius or Valerius; but in practice only the 
restoration Valerius comes into question since there are no traces of senatorial Sex. 
Teidii after the consul of 31 and since the son is almost certainly identical with a Valerius 
Catullus consulari familia iuvenis named by Suetonius (Calig. 36,3),!3 and possibly 
also with а L. Valerius L.f. Catullus in IG II/III? 4159 (but see Wiseman, Roman - 
Studies 339; M. Kajava, in: Roman Eastern Policy and other Studies in Roman History 
[eds. H. Solin and M, Kajava, 1990] 80f.; Syme, RP VIII 483. 494). All this means 
that Sex. Teidius Valerius Catullus must have been a L. Valerius Catullus - certainly a 
son of the homonymous Augustan moneyer - who was adopted by testament (note his 
filiation) by a Sex. Te(i)dius; 14 this has, ОЁ course, been noted by many scholars.!? Е 
As consul he is usually called Sex. Te(i)dius or Sex. Te(i)dius Catullus; the additional 
nomen Valerius appears only in the date in CIL XIV 2466 (see Wiseman, Roman 
Studies 345 note 11), and has, of course, to be supplied in the lacuna in CIL XIV 2095 
(see above). | | 

3. T. Vibius Catienus Sabinus, known from the funerary inscription of his 11-year 
old son P. Catienus T.f. Serg. Festus pupillus, CIL VI 14580, set up by his wife (the 
boy's mother) Maria N.f. Modia. Vibius Catienus Sabinus is surely the son of P. 
Catienus P.f. Serg. Sabinus, a senator of the time of Augustus and Tiberius (PIR2 C 
_ 551), and himself identical with T. (C]atienus Sabinus, legate of the proconsul of 
Cyprus in AD 43 (SEG VI 834 = AE 1928, 63 = Op. Arch. 6, 1950, 17-20 no.9 [cf. AE 
1953 p. 50]).16 Since both his father and his son are P. Catieni, it seems virtually 


13 Note that besides Sex. Teidius Valerius Catullus the only consular Valerius Catullus was L. 
Valerius Catullus Messallinus, who was consul only in AD 73 (and for the second time in 85). 

14 Besides Sex. Teidius, senator in 52 BC (RE Teidius 2), there was also а [ZéE]tog Тпідлос [--?], 
patron of Cyme in Asia Minor, I. Kyme 16 (of uncertain date; the inscription is lost). 

15 PIR V 37; E. Groag, RE VA 127; Syme, RP V 643; Wiseman, Roman Studies 345. 
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certain that he is a (P.?) Catienus himself, who had been adopted by a T. Vibius. His 
son seems to have been born before the adoption of his father, since he is a Catienus, but 
his filiation surely refers to his father's adoptive praenomen Titus; for a discussion of 
this see below, p. 55f. : 

4. Q. Aurelius Pactumeius P.f. Quir. Clemens and Q. Aurelius Pactumeius P.f. 
Quir. Fronto, cos. 80 (RE XVIII 1, 2154 no.2, 2155 no.4). The nomenclature of the 
two brothers (one of whom, probably Fronto, as most scholars now think, was cos. ex 
Afric[a p]rimus: CIL VIII 7058 = ILS 1001 = ILAlg. II 644) must be reconstructed on 
the basis of two honorary inscriptions from Cirta, ILAlg. II 642 (Q. Aur[elio] 
Pactum[eio P f.] Quir. Clem[enti]) and ILAlg. II 643 ({Q. Aurel]io [Pactu]meio P f. 
[Quir. Fro]ntoni), and of the Acta of the Arvales CIL VI 2059 = ILS 5049, where the 
consulate of Fronto in 80 is mentioned (Q. Pactumeio Fr<o>ntone). As the Acta show, 
Pactumeius was Fronto's main nomen; the daughter of one of the brothers, named in 
ILS 1001 (see above) was a Pactumeia (PFOS no.596); the filiation P f. surely refers to 
a Pactumeius, not to an Aurelius, since P. Pactumeius P.f. Quir. Clemens cos. suff. 138 
(ILAlg. II 645-647; CIL XVI 84) was certainly a descendant of one of the brothers. All 

this cannot mean anything else but that the two consuls were both originally Pactumeii 
who had both been adopted (by testament) by a Q. Aurelius (thus H.-G. Pflaum in his 
notes on ILAlg. II 642 and 643; Corbier, Aerarium 371; M. Le Glay, Tituli 5, 1982, 
766): Quite a few Q. Aurelii are listed in the index to CIL VIII (cf. also e.g. CIL VI 
2564). | О, 
5. М. Annius Herennius Pollio, cos. suff. 85 (PIR?H 119). The full name is known 
from the consular date P. Herenio Pollione, M. Annio Herenio Pollione f. cos., AE 
1975, 21 from Rome. From this text it emerges without any doubt that P. Herennius 
Pollio and M. Annius Herennius Pollio were father and son (the father must, of course, 
have been an elderly consul), and since the son has the additional names M. Annius it is 
quite certain that he had been adopted by some M. Annius.!" In brick stamps he is 
called M. Herennius Pollio (CIL XV 1179-82), and so these were his tria nomina. That 
Herennius was his main nomen is also clear from Pliny, who calls this man Herennius 
Pollio (epist. 4,19,14). Accordingly, [M. Herennius Po]llio f., the restoration in the 
Fasti Ostienses given by L. Vidman, p. 44, is surely correct. 

6. C. Plinius L.f. Ouf. Caecilius Secundus, i.e. the Younger Pliny, cos. suff. 100. 
The full name is attested in many inscriptions (A.N. Sherwin-White, The Letters of 
Pliny [1965] 732f.; AE 1972, 212). Adopted (by testament) by Pliny the Elder, officially 
C. Plinius Secundus, his maternal uncle, cf. Plin. epist. 5,8,5 avunculus meus idemque 
per adoptionem pater. Most scholars now agree that Pliny's natural father was a certain 
L. Ca[eciliu]s C.f. Ouf. Secundus mentioned in the inscription Pais 745, so that he 
himself must have been the [ re Jilius Secundus f. in the same inscription. 18 In the 


16 See PIR? C 551f.; Wiseman, New Men 223 no.110; Corbier, Aerarium 358; Camodeca, Tituli 5, 
1982, 120. 

17 5, Panciera, RSA 3, 1973, 101; W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 197 no.35b; C. Castillo, Tituli 5, 1982, 
491 no.14 and Gerion 2, 1984, 242. 

18 Sherwin-White, The Letters of Pliny 732; Corbier, Aerarium 135; G. Alföldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 351 
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Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 45) Pliny is called C. Plinius Secundus.1 

7. L. Fulvius C.fil. Popin. Aburnius Valens, a senator of the time of Hadrian 
(praefect. urbi feriarum Latinar. facto ab imp. Hadriano Aug. II cos. = AD 118), CIL 
VI 1421 =ILS 1051, with tribuno plebis designato candidato Aug. as the highest office 
(PIR2 F 526). A certain C. Aburnius Valens was consul in AD 109 (FOst., ed. Vidman, 
p. 47; CIL XVI 161f.; RMD 84; AE 1987, 854), and there can be no doubt that our man 
was the consul's son (see PIR? A 21b. F 526; R. Hanslik, RE Suppl. XII 1; Setälä, 
Private Domini 45; R. Syme, BHAC 1986/89 [1991] 203f.), the filiation C fil. thus 
referring to the consul, not to a C. Fulvius. It follows that he had been adopted (by 
testament) by a L. Fulvius. On the question of which of the two Aburnii should be 
identified with the jurist Aburnius Valens see Kunkel, Herkunft 151-3 (who prefers the 
son; thus also e.g. Syme, BHAC 1986/89 [1991] 203f.); R.A. Bauman, Lawyers and 
Politics in the Early Roman Empire (1989) 231-4 (who prefers the father; but it should 
be noted that Bauman's discussion of the jurist includes some very strange assertations). 

8. M. Gavius T.f. Vel. Appalius Maximus c.v., sodalis Hadrianalis, leg. pro. (sic) 
Narbonensis, q. Aug., CIL XIV 2607 (PIR? G 92; surely not identical with the consul 
M. Gavius in AD 155, see ZPE 53, 1983, 209ff.). The nomen Appalius is very 
uncommon; but there is T. Appalius T.f. Vel. Alfinus Secundus, an equestrian officer 
and civil servant, whose career is known up to the procuratorship of the XX 
hereditatum, CIL IX 5357 = ILS 1417 from Firmum Picenum (PIR? A 942; Pflaum, 
Carrières no.144; PME A 153). Our man has the same tribe and the filiation T.f., and, 
as all scholars agree, there can be no doubt that Appalius Alfinus is his father (cf. the 
literature cited in ZPE 53, 1983, 209 note 4). It follows that Appalius Maximus had been 
adopted by a M. Gavius, most probably, as all scholars assume, by M. Gavius Maximus 
the praetorian prefect of Pius, who also came from Firmum (cf. ibid.). It is, by the way, 
better to regard Maximus as Gavius Appalius Maximus’ original cognomen than to — 
assume that he had got it from his adoptive father at the time of the adoption; but 
Appalius Maximus may well have been given his cognomen in honour of Gavius 
Maximus, since the two were surely related even before the adoption (Gavius Maximus 
may for instance have been Appalius Maximus' maternal uncle). Since this is a 
testamentary adoption it must be dated after the death of Gavius Maximus, who still held 
the prefecture as late as AD 156 (cf. ZPE 53, 1983, 213). | 

9. Quad. Ist. Topogr. Ant. 6, 1974, 144f. (Terventum, perhaps from the later 
second century; quoted in full by M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 185) О. Suetrio Of. Q.n. 
. Arn. Pudenti patrono municipi Terventinat., fratri C. Octavi Suetri Proculi quaestoris 
provinciae Narbonensis, aed. [C]erialis, legati provincia[e Af]ricae, pr. peregr. It seems 
obvious that Octavius Suetrius Proculus (PIR? O 61) is a Suetrius adopted by a C. 
Octavius (thus Torelli, ibid.). The combination of the nomina Octavius and Suetrius 


and Athenaeum 61, 1983, 363; Syme, RP V 644; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 171. 

19 Syme, according to whom Pliny's tria nomina should have been C. Caecilius Secundus, explains 
this (RP V 644; cf. RP VII 550) by referring to the fact that "Caecilius was common to excess". Cf. 
below p. S9f. | 
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also appears in the nomenclature of C. Octavius App. Suetrius Sabinus cos. ord. 214, II 
240 (PIR? O 25; abbreviated name: C. Suetrius Sabinus), who came from Histonium 
(cf. Camodeca, Tituli 4, 1982, 545), the tribe of which was the Arnensis (the tribe of 
Suetrius Pudens, see above). The assumption of Torelli (ibid.; not rejected by Johne in 
PIR2 О 25) that the consul of 214 and 240 was a son (or at least a descendant) of the 
praetor peregrinus, seems plausible. 

10. P. Palpellius P.f. Maec. Clodius Quirinalis, p.p. leg. XX, trib. milit. leg. VII 
C(laudiae) p.f., proc. Aug., praef. classis CIL V 533 = ILS 2702 = Inscr. It. X 4, 32 
from Tergeste (Pflaum, Carriéres no.28; PME P 9). The same offices, from pr[im. pil. 
leg. XX] up to procu[r. Aug.], are enumerated in the fragmentary inscription Pais 474 
= Inscr. It. X 4, 397, but in this text the name is given as P. Clo[dio P.f. Mae.] 
Ои тіпа]. Since the two inscriptions certainly refer to the same man, this cannot mean 
anything else but that ILS 2702 is a later text than Pais 474, and that our man had been 
adopted by a P. Palpellius after the erection of the earlier inscription. He is also surely 
identical with Clodius Quirinalis, praefectus remigum in Ravenna, Tac. ann. 13,30,1; 

and his natural father was surely P. Clodius Quirinalis, miles leg. XV Ap., known from 
CIL V 540 = Inscr. It. X 4, 49. Most scholars who have dealt with our man agree on all 
this (see Pflaum, Carrières p.69 for earlier scholars; and recently C. Zaccaria, MEFRA 
100, 1988, 78 note 59, with many references to later discussions; add Dobson, 
Primipilares 195; Devijver, PME II p. 627). C. Gatti, Atti CSDIR 4, 1972/3, 87, 
observed that Clodius Quirinalis must have kept his original tribe after the adoption, 
since the adoptive father P. Palpellius was certainly a member of the well-known Istrian 
gens Palpellia and since no city in Venetia was in the Maecia (J.Sasel, Arch. Vest. 35, 
1984, 317, suggested that Quirinalis' family may have come from Neapolis). The 
retention of the original tribe allows us to conclude that the adoption was testamentary. 

11. C. Domitius L.f. Pal. Fabius Hermogenes, an equestrian notable from Ostia, 
flamen Divi Hadriani (etc.), known from CIL XIV 353 (=ILS 6148). 4642-3. His 
parents, named in CIL XIV 4642, were L. Fabius Sp.f. Eutychus and Artoria (cf. 
Fabius pater in CIL XIV 353); this obviously means that Hermogenes had been adopted 
(by testament) by a С. Domitius.29 

12. CIL VI 3527 C. Rupilius Mena fecit sibi / et A. Herennulaeio (sic) Hypato 1 
posterisque suis et C. Iulio Silvano / C. Minucio A f. Quirina Herennuleio / Iuliano 
praef. fabrum, etc. C. Minucius A.f. Herennuleius Iulianus looks like a son of A. 
Herennuleius Hypatus adopted by testament by a C. Minucius. Perhaps also the item C. 
Iulius Silvanus belongs to his nomenclature (but in the index of CIL VI the two names 
are separated), though it is hard to see how this additional item should be explained (a 
second adoption by a C. Iulius Silvanus?).?! 


20 Cf. R. Meiggs, Roman Ostia (21973) 211; J.H. D'Arms, AJPh 97, 1976, 400f. 

21 Adoptions also seem to be mentioned e.g. in CIL X 1291 (son C. Bruttius C.f. Varius Protus, 
parents C. Varius Fortunat(us] and [---]tilia L.f. Prot(e)); CIL IX 1850 (N. Blaesius Iulius Dexter et 
Tiberii Iulii Concordius Lupulus et Marcianus fili; that the father has been adopted by a N. Blaesius is a 
plausible assumption of M. Güterbock, Sozialhist. und onomast. Untersuchungen zu den antiken 
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There are many other examples of this name type, but it is not certain whether they 
are to be interpreted as adoptive. For a selection of these see the Appendix. 


F. Pad + Nad + Norig + Corig + Corig 


This name type could, in fact, be regarded as simply a variant of type E, since it differs 
from type E only in that it includes two cognomina. 

]. Cn. Sentius Lucilius Gamala Clodianus, an Ostian notable from the early second 
century. CIL XIV 409 = ILS 6146 Cn. Sentio Cn fil. Cn.n. Ter. Felici, dec. decr. 
aedilicio adl(ecto), decurionum) d(ecreto) d(ecurioni) adl(ecto), q. aer(arii) Ostiens., 
Ilvir. (etc.) Cn. Sentius Lucilius Gamala Clodianus f. patri indulgentissimo. CIL XIV 
377 = ILS 6146a memoriae P. Lucili Gamalae Cn. Sentius Lucilius Gamala Clodianus 
patri. Since Gamala Clodianus has two fathers it is obvious that he has been adopted by 
one of them, no doubt by Cn. Sentius Felix, as most scholars agree.22 It is possible 
that he is to be identified with a Cn. Sentius Clodianus known as duovir in AD 102 and 
as a patron of a guild.23 

2. CIL XIV 1388 (Ostia) C. Naevio P f. Pal. І Clodio Venerand(o) І Alexandro ! P. 
Clodius Verus ! Flavius Venerand<u>s | filio dulcissimo. Probably second century. The 
son must have been a (P.?) Clodius Venerandus (Alexander?) before his testamentary 
о by a C. Naevius.24 


Inschriften Benevents, Diss. Berlin 1982, 76 note 1); CIL V 5658 (parents L. Coelius Valerius and 
Calpurnia L.f. Optatilla, sons M. Aemilius Coelius Coelianus and M. Aemilius Coelius Catianus); AE 
1933, 22 = 1934, 117 (Apulum, C. Val. C fil. dom(o) Cl(audia) Viruni Silvanus, the father of T. Fl. 
Val. Valens). The name type P + N + N + C is surprisingly common in Pompeii; it seems fairly certain 
that many of the Pompeians who had two nomina were in fact, as modern scholars assume, adoptees; cf., 
e.g., Cn. Alleius Nigidius Maius (and Castrén, Ordo 109; W.V. Moeller, Latomus 32, 1973, 515; H. 
Galsterer, Festschr. F. Vittinghoff [1980] 333); C. Calventius Sittius Magnus (Casuén, Ordo 118); N. 

Curtius Vibius Salassus (Castrén, Ordo 100); D. Lucretius Satrius Valens nn Ordo 186; J.F. 

Franklin, PP 34, 1979, 410). 

22 Mommsen, EE III p. 324; Dessau, ILS 6146 note 18 (but in CIL XIV p. 76 Dessau thought that 
Cn. Senüus Felix was the natural father); К. Meiggs, Roman Ostia (21973) 200. Note, by the way, that 
according to Meiggs, op. cit. 200, "the memorial to P. Lucilius Gamala ... is a short inscription in 
mean letters on a small undecorated funerary altar", whereas "the memorial to Cn. Sentius Felix ... is an 
elaborate inscription excellently cut on a funerary altar richly decorated" (for a photo see Meiggs, op. 
cit., plate XXXIV; G.A. Mansuelli, Galleria degli Uffizi. Le sculture I [1958] 235). 

23 See Meiggs, op. cit. 201; Petersen, PIR2 L 386; Vidman, Fasti Ostienses p. 97. 

24 Cf. also CIL VI 25351 (Il museo arch. di Urbino I (1986] 121 fig. 3) d.m. / M. Raecius Roscius / 
Clodianus Siculus / Syracusanus / ... | Clodia Roscia ... patri; perhaps this man was a Clodius Roscius 
Clodianus before his adoption by a M. Raecius, omitting from his adoptive nomenclature his first 


nomen. 
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G. Pad + Nad + Porig + Norig + Corig 


This type differs from E in that the original praenomen is retained in use, this praenomen 
appearing in the nomenclature between the two nomina. 

1. C. Antius A. Iulius A.f. Vol. Quadratus from Pergamum, cos. 94, II ord. 105 
 (PIR? I 507). Known from a remarkably large number of documents (new inscriptions 
concerning him: e.g. I. Ephesos 3033f.), this man, whose sister was a Iulia A.f. Polla 
(cf. PIR? I 691), was called A. Julius Quadratus until he acquired the additional names 
C. Antius, attested for the first time when he was legate of Lycia and Pamphylia in the 
early nineties. It thus seems almost certain that he was an A. Iulius A.f. Vol. (his family 
seems to have come from Gallia Narbonensis, cf. Vornamen 203) adopted (by 
testament) by a C. Antius from Pergamum.25 When inscriptions use Quadratus' 
complete nomenclature, it appears most often in the form given above, with the filiation 
coming after Julius; his original praenomen is usually spelt out in the Greek 
inscriptions, even when, as in IGR IV 386, the first praenomen C. is abbreviated.26 
Quadratus is often called A. Julius Quadratus even after the adoption, e.g. both as cos. I 
and as cos. II in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 45. 46; as cos. II also in CIL V 
87527 and in CIL VI 156). Note further that military diplomas call him C. Antius Iulius 
Quadratus, omitting the second praenomen (CIL XVI 38 [cos. I]; 49 [cos. II]). 

2. M. Licinius C. Lucretius M.fil. Fab. Censorinus, an amicus of M. Nonius 
Macrinus (probably the consul of 154, PIR? N 140), CIL V 4336 = Inscr. It. X 5, 124; 
M. Licinius C. Lucretius M.f. Fab. Postumin(us), an eques and the son of Ulpia 
Bironice, NSA 1893, 27 (ager Mantuanus). Since "C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus" is 
almost certainly attested as an adoptive name type, it seems permissible to consider the 
possibility that also these two men, most probably brothers,28 whose nomenclature is 
comparable to that of Iulius Quadratus, were adoptees. It seems quite possible that they 
were originally called C. Lucretius Censorinus and C. Lucretius Postuminus, and that 
they were at some time adopted by a M. Licinius. If this is indeed the case, it seems 
probable, in view of the fact that these men were both C. Lucretii, that Gaius was the 
praenomen of their natural father; and since their filiation is given as M f{il). it follows 


25 Petersen, PIR2 I 507; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 244; Syme, Some Arval Brethren 18; J. 
Scheid, Le collége des fréres Arvales (1990) 10. (The interpretation of W. Weber, Abh. Ak. Berlin 1932, 
5 p. 63 note 30, of Iulius Quadratus nomenclature is evidently incorrect.) There are C. Antii in 
Pergamum (IGR IV 342 from the time of Hadrian; perhaps a descendant of the adoptive father) and in 
Ephesus (I. Ephesos 1013, AD 93/6; a D. Antius, ibid. 974). 

26 For the name forms attested for Iulius Quadratus, see the exposition of Weber, op. cit., p. 62; to be 
used, however, with some caution (note that Weber erroneously identifies A. Iulius Quadratus with C. 
Julius Quadratus Bassus). 

27 IC. Ant]io Quadrato Mommsen. (But he thought that C. Antius (A.) Iulius Quadratus and A. Iulius 
Quadratus were two different persons, cf. Ges. Schr. IV 411 note 2.) 

28 Petersen, PIR? L 205; A. Garzetti, Inscr. It. X 5 p. 79; G.L. Gregori, Brescia romana I (1990) 109f. 
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that the adoption (if there really was one) was a regular one. 

Names of this type, where a second praenomen comes between two nomina, are 
very rare, even if one considers those names which are not, or at least not necessarily, 
adoptive. Among senators I can find, besides Iulius Quadratus, only few other men with 
a name of this type: C. Octavius App. Suetrius Sabinus cos. 214 and 240 (PIR? О 25; 
short name: C. Suetrius Sabinus; I am, however, not sure whether App. could not also 
be interpreted as an abbreviation of the nomen Appius); T. Sallustius T. Flavius 
Athenagoras (below p. 68f.); C. Messius Q. Decius Valerinus, the emperor (PIR? D 28 
* M 520). For others, cf. e.g. M. Titius M.f. Cl. Ti. Barbius Titianus, decurio 
Emonae, (centurio) leg. II Adiutric., etc. (CIL III 3446 = ILS 2652). Note also M. 
Claudius P. Vedius Antoninus Sabinus from Ephesus, the father of the senator M. 
Claudius P. Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus (below p. 42). 


H. Pad + Nad + Cad (+Porig) + Norig + Corig (+ ...) 


This type differs from type E in that the cognomen of the adoptive father is added to the 
nomenclature of the adoptee. For the appearance of the original praenomen in the 
abbreviated name forms see below. The item "(+ ...)" in the heading refers to the fact 
that the original nomen and cognomen can in some cases be followed by further items, 
e.g. an additional second cognomen. 

l. L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius Galba, cos. 33, the future 
emperor. Suet. Galba 4,1 adoptatusque a noverca sua Livia nomen et Ocellae cognomen 
assumpsit mutato praenomine; nam Lucium mox pro Servio usque ad tempus imperii 
usurpavit. Since women could not adopt, a regular adoption is, of course, out of the 
question, and so a testamentary adoption must be meant, i.e. Livia Ocellina had imposed 
in her will a nominis ferendi condicio on her stepson and heir. The adoption took place 
before Galba's consulate in 33. As consul, his name is given in the following forms: 

- L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba: the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 42); AE 1978, 
295 (Lucus Feroniae). 

- L.Sulp(icius), an arbitrary shortening of the complete nomenclature: RE XVII 1431 
no. 122, 123 (tesserae). 

- Ser. Sulpicius Galba: the Fasti Nolani, Inscr. It. XIII 1, 261; EE IX 679 eo 
Tusculanus).29 

As emperor, Galba called himself Ser. (Sulpicius) Galba, though some some traces 
of the former adoptive nomenclature persist in Egyptian documents (cf., e.g., IGR I 
1263; and P. Bureth, Les titulatures impériales dans les papyrus [1964] 36). Mommsen 
thought, at a time when the inscription EE IX 679 was not yet known, that the Fasti 


29 Note also that, in the manuscript fasti, Galba is called either Sulpicius or Galba as consul in 33 
(see Chron. Min., ed. Mommsen, III p. 502), which probably means that the "archetype" had Ser. 
Sulpicius Galba. Tacitus, too, calls Galba Ser. Galba as consul (ann. 6,15,1), but this may be 
explained by assuming that Tacitus, who knew that the consul was identical with the emperor of AD 68- 
69, had Galba's imperial nomenclature in mind. 
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Nolani had been composed after AD 69 and that Galba had been given a name not 
actually in use when he was consul; but the inscription from Tusculum, a votive 
inscription set up by a freedman, shows that Galba could be called both L. Livius and 
(provided that the adoptive items were omitted) Ser. Sulpicius (cf. A. Degrassi, Scritti 
vari I 549f.). This means that either his complete nomenclature in fact included the 
original praenomen ("L. Livius Ocella Ser. Sulpicius Galba"), or the original 
praenomen, though omitted from the complete nomenclature, was not altogether given 
up, but lead some sort of "shadow life" under the surface of the full name, being taken 
up when the abbreviated name form was used, no doubt to avoid the collision of the new 
praenomen Lucius and the old nomen Sulpicius. In favour of the first alternative, one 
could present the fact that the use of two praenomina at such an early time is attested in 
the problematic case of C. Silius A. Caecina Largus cos. AD 13 (though in this case the 
second element is probably maternal: see Appendix, g, 1); and that the full name of 
Galba is known only from consular dates where a second praenomen could in theory 
have been omitted. Nonetheless the second alternative is surely preferable, since the 
omission of a second praenomen from a complete nomenclature is in fact well attested: 
cf. A. Degrassi, Scritti vari I 547ff. and e.g. the cases of Valerius Asiaticus cos. 94, II 
125, below no. 4 (who has the praenomen D. when called Valerius Asiaticus, but in 
whose honorary inscription CIL XIV 4240, where his complete nomenclature including 
filiation and tribe is given, the praenomen D. is omitted) and Q. Planius Sardus Varius 
Ambibulus = L. Varius Ambibulus, below no. 6 (and I 2, K 3, etc.).39 

2. С. Licinius C.f. Gal. Marinus Voconius Romanus from Saguntum, a friend of 
Pliny the Younger (PIR? L 210). Pliny tells us that Voconius Romanus had been 
adopted by his vitricus:3! epist. 2,13,4 pater ei in equestri gradu clarus, clarior 
vitricus, immo pater alius (nam huic quoque nomini pietate successit); ibid. 10,4,4 
(Voconi Romani) pietas, quae ... patris hereditatem et adoptionem a vitrico meruit. 
Voconius Romanus' name is given as above in CIL II 3866,22 and so it is obvious that 
the vitricus by whom he had been adopted was called C. Licinius Marinus.33 Voconius 


30 A second praenomen was, however, apparently not really a very important item in a polyonymous 
nomenclature. Observe, e.g., that for C. Silius A. Caecina Largus cos. AD 13 (thus the Fasti Antiates 
minores, Inscr. It. XIII 1, 303) the name form C. Silius Caecina Largus is also also attested (FCap., 
Inscr. It. XIII 1, 62; Dio, ind. 56). And cf. above, G 1, for diplomas omitting the second praenomen in 
C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus' nomenclature. Observe also e.g. AE 1972, 620 (cf. C.P. Jones, JHS 
109, 1989, 190) and 621 mentioning the senator L. Marcius Celer M. Calpurnius Longus (620 with the 
second praenomen M., omitted in 621). A difference between two generations can be observed in the case 
of the equestrian Ti. Claudius Ti.f. Pal. Secundinus L. Statius Macedo, from whose full nomenclature 
the second praenomen is never omitted, and his son, the senator Ti. Claudius Ti.f. Pal. Rufus Statius 
Macedo, in whose inscriptions no praenomen is given along with the nomen Statius (cf. below p. 89). 
31 P, Le Roux (Tituli 5, 1982, 462) does not, however, believe this. 

32 CIL II 3865a (with / --- ] / Voconius Romanus / patri optimo) is fragmentary. 

33 A.N. Sherwin-White, The Letters of Pliny (1966) 176; Petersen, PIR2 L 210; Syme, RP V 471 
note 176. | 
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Romanus' natural father was probably also a Gaius, since he may well be identical with 
C. Voconius C.f. Gal. Placidus in CIL II 3865 = ILS 6951. Thus Romanus' filiation 
C f. could in theory refer either to the natural or to the adoptive father. But Pliny seems 
to imply that this was a testamentary adoption (note especially the use of succedere; the 
fact that the vitricus is called pater alius does not necessarily speak for a regular 
adoption, cf. Pliny's reference to his own testamentary adoption by his maternal uncle 
[above , E 6]). We must therefore conclude that the filiation probably refers to the natural 
father C. Voconius. | 

3. [T.] Prifernius P.f. Qui. Paetus Memmius Apollinaris (CIL IX 4753 = ILS 1350, 
Reate), a knight with a long military and administrative career ending in the 
procuratorship of Noricum at the end of the reign of Trajan (PIR P 690; Pflaum, 
Carriéres no.71; PME P 107). His son, mentioned in the same inscription, is called P. 
Memmius P.f. Qui. Apollinaris, so the father must have been adopted by a Prifernius 
Paetus. Because of the son's filiation, many scholars restore /P.] as the father's 
praenomen, 4 but since for the Prifernii Paeti (from Trebula Mutuesca near Reate) only 
the praenomen T. is attested,35 it is better to assume that the son's filiation refers to his 
father's original praenomen?Ó and to restore /T.] Prifernius. This means that the 
adoption was testamentary, since the father's filiation P.f. refers to his own natural 
father P. Memmius. (Since both these Memmii and the Prifernii were in the tribe 
Quirina, the tribe is of no use in determining the nature of the adoption.) Note finally that 
the short name for the procurator was Memmius Apollinaris, cf. CIL III 5179 
b(eneficiarius) Memmi Apoll(inaris) proc. Aug. 

4. M. Lollius D.f. D.n. Vo[1.] Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus Saturninus =D. Valerius 
Asiaticus, cos. 94, II 125 (PIR? L 320). The full nomenclature appears in the consular 
date in CIL XVI 38 of AD 94 and, including filiation and tribe collocated (as indicated 
above) between Lollius and Paullinus, in the fragmentary honorary inscription CIL 
XIV 4240 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 108. In both documents the second praenomen D. is 
omitted, but other documents use the short name D. Valerius Asiaticus: FOst., ed. 
Vidman, p. 45 (cos. I); CIL XIII 5012 = ILS 7006.37 For the omission of the second 


34 But see Mommsen's note on CIL IX 4753; and the father is called T. Prifernius etc. (without 
brackets) e.g. in Stein, Ritterstand 311. 371. 

35 The earliest senatorial Prifernius is T. Prifernius Paetus cos. suff. 96 (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 45; 
RMD 6). But note that there is now also T. Pri[fernius] Pacatus, procurator of Bithynia-Pontus in AD 
85, ZPE 43, 1981, 149 no.1. (Though only the first three letters of this man's nomen are preserved, the 
restoration is for many reasons virtually certain.) 

36 Cf. the case of A. Lusius A.f. Gallus in CIL X 4862 = ILS 2690 (above, D 1). 

37 The praenomen M. used of the consul in two papyri from the year 125 (The Documents of the Bar 
Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters. Greek Papyri [ed. N. Lewis, 1989] no. 14f.) must be a mistake, 
for it does not seem probable that the full name of the consul was known in the province of Arabia, and 
that the praenomen M. comes from the item M. Lollius Paullinus (but note that the consul seems in 
fact to have been called Paullinus in CPL 117).There are also many documents in which the name 
form Valerius Asiaticus 1s used (see PIR; as cos. II in 125: CIL XV 504. 1114; IGR I 1019 - I. Cret. 
III, iii, 7, where the praenomen - certainly Аёк1нос - has not been preserved). 
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praenomen when the full nomenclature is used cf. A. Degrassi, Scritti vari I 550f. and 
the note on L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba, above no. 1. Since Valerius Asiaticus is 
himself aD. Valerius and calls himself the son of a D. (Valerius) - the filiation cannot 
refer to a Lollius - it seems certain that he had been adopted by a M. Lollius 
Paullinus.38 His natural father was certainly D. Valerius Asiaticus cos. desig. 69, and 
his grandfather D. Valerius Asiaticus cos. 35, II 46. According to most scholars the 
grandfather was married to a Lollia Saturnina, known from an inscription from Rome 
and from two wax tablets from Puteoli (see now PFOS no. 506), who was almost 
certainly a sister of Lollia Paullina, the wife of the emperor Gaius (PFOS no. 504). This 
is why some scholars seem to think that the item M. Lollius Paullinus in the 
nomenclature of the consul of 94 and 125 is not adoptive at all, but simply a name 
inherited from the grandmother.?? But surely the collocation of the names points to the 
conclusion that they are due to a (testamentary) adoption; the adopting parent may, of 
course, well have been a relative of the grandmother, since, as we have seen, adoptive 
sons and fathers were in fact often closely related. For Valerius Asiaticus’ cognomen 
Saturninus cf. below p. 44. 

5. M. Acilius A.f. Vot. Priscus Egrilius Plarianus, pontifex Volcani in Ostia in 105, 
after other senatorial charges praefectus aerarii militaris and praefectus aerarii Saturni in 
the twenties (PIR? E 48 cf. F. Zevi, MEFRA 82, 1970, 301f.). Known from many 
Ostian inscriptions (enumerated and cited in full by Corbier, Aerarium 169-172); in those 
inscriptions where the filiation and the tribe is given - sometimes the filiation includes a 
reference (A.n.) to the grandfather - they are collocated between Acilius and Priscus. 
An abbreviated nomenclature is not attested. This man could in theory be the son of an 
A. Acilius; but since the Ostian Acilii do not use the praenomen Aulus which is, on the 
other hand, a typical praenomen of the Ostian Egrilii, and since his daughter is an Egrilia 
(AE 1969/70, 87), it is virtually certain that he is an Egrilius adopted (by testament) by 
an Ostian M. Acilius, i.e. the son of A. Egrilius A.f. A.n. A.pron. Rufus (the husband 
of Plaria Q.f. Vera) adopted by the duovir (etc.) M. Acilius Priscus.40 Since his son 
and grandson are Quinti it is probable that he was originally а Q. Egrilius A.£.4! A. 
Egrilius Plarianus cos. suff. 128 (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 49) was probably his 
brother.42 

6. Q. Planius Sardus Varius Ambibulus = L. Varius Ambibulus, inter alia proconsul 


38 Dessau, CIL XIV p. 496; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 268 note 27. E. Groag, RE XIII 1395, 
probably meant the same thing when he wrote that the consul of 94 and 125 "wird der Enkel der 
Saturnina gewesen sein und die Erbschaft des reichen Hauses angetreten haben". 

39 Cf. the formulation of PIR? L 320 "gentile igitur et cognomen ab avia traxisse videtur" and stemma 
VI in Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS. 

40 F, Zevi, MEFRA 82, 1970, 287; Corbier, Aerarium 166; Pflaum, Narbonnaise 19; Vidman, Fasti 
Osuenses 100; A. Licordari, Tituli 5, 1982, 36. 

41 Corbier, Aerarium 166; Pflaum, Narbonnaise 19. The son: PIR2 E 46 + ILTun. 672, cf. Alföldy, 
Konsulat 147f. 209; the grandson: PIR? E 49. 

42 F, Zevi, MEFRA 82, 1970, 302 and later scholars. 
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of Macedonia in 124 and legate of the African legion III Augusta in 132, cos. in 132 or 
133 (RE Suppl. XIV 825 no.9). The full name is known from the honorific inscription 
from Cuicul, ILS 9486 = AE 1966, 545 (a photo in Pflaum, Scripta Varia I 217: ©. 
Planio Sardo [Vario --- ] Ambibulo) and from the inscription of AD 124 from 
Samothrace AE 1939, 4 = Samothrace II 1, 53, where our man is named among those 
who [sacra acceperu[nt] ({Q. Plan]ius Sardus Va[r]ius Ambibulus). But in a building 
inscription of AD 132 from Gemellae in Africa, AE 1950, 59 (cf. 1954, 131), the name 
is given (in the ablative) as L. Vario Ambibulo leg. Aug. pr. pr. Since his father was 
also called L. Varius Ambibulus (cf. below), our man is surely to be identified with the 
L. Varius Ambibolus fi[l.], whose slave is named in CIL VI 9201 = ILS 7499; 
otherwise he is called Varius Ambibulus (AE 1969/70, 106 = 1971, 85 from Nola, 
[V]aria Pansina ... L. Varii [A]mbibuli proc. Aug. f., Varii Ambibuli procos., [l]eg. 
Aug., patron. col. soror) or Ambibulus (CIL X 3864 Variae Photine filiae ... 
Photinus Ambibuli cos. lib.). Other inscriptions mentioning a (L.) Varius Ambibulus, 
CIL X 4390 and IX 3056, may refer either to the father or to the son. The consul was 
thus the son of a L. Varius Ambibulus, his sister was a Varia, and his freedmen were 
Varii (cf. CIL X 3864); this must mean that he had been adopted by a Q. Planius Sardus. 
If the fragmentary honorary inscription from Capua, CIL X 3872 ([ --- Jo Lf. Еа. --- 
-]lo), enumerating the stages of a senatorial career up to the consulate, refers to him, 
which seems possible (cf. Alfóldy, Legionslegaten 41 note 216; Id., Konsulat 202 note 
272; Thomasson, SPQR 93; P. Leunissen, ZPE 89, 1991, 219f.), the adoption was 
testamentary. The praenomen L. does not appear in the full nomenclature given in the 
inscription from Samothrace, and it was surely also omitted in the inscription from 
Cuicul; for this cf. the note on L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba, above no. 1. 

7. L. Fulvius C.f. Pom. [Rusticus(?) C.(?)] Bruttius Praesens Minficius(?) ... 
L]aberius Maximus Pompeius ЦІ ... ] Valens Cornelius Proculus [ ... | Aquilius 
Veiento, cos. ord. 153 and 180 (PIR? B 165). The full name is given in the honorary 
inscription CIL X 408 = ILS 1117 = Inscr. It. III 1, 18; otherwise this man is called 
(C.) Bruttius Praesens (as cos. I: CIL VI 1984 [= ILS 5025]. 10234 [= ILS 7213]. 
XVI 101; CPL 189; as cos. II: CIL VI 1979. V 7465; AE 1942/3, 37; P. Dur. 25; other 
mentions of the man: HA, M. Aur. 27,8; CIL VI 7582 [= ILS 8265]. IX 4512), or 
simply Praesens. The full nomenclature may be divided into three parts: 1. L. Fulvius 
Rusticus(?) (since the consul was the son of C. Bruttius Praesens L. Fulvius Rus[ticus] 
cos. II 139, for whom see Appendix, f 18, [Rusticus] is surely the most plausible 
restoration); 2. (C.) Bruttius Praesens (the praenomen C. may have been omitted from 
the full nomenclature); 3. the rest of the names, starting with Min[icius?]; this part of 
the nomenclature is clearly of secondary importance, the names probably referring to 
various (not necessarily very close) relatives (the item /LJaberius Maximus comes from 
Praesens' maternal grandfather). As for the first two parts of the full name, (C.) 
Bruttius Praesens were the main tria nomina of the consul, inherited from his father. 
But what about the item L. Fulvius Rusticus(?)? In the nomenclature of the father (cf. 
above) this item comes after the paternal names C. Bruttius Praesens; according to 
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Syme, RP V 564, the item is maternal. He goes on to comment on the nomenclature of 
the son, observing that "the father's name can suffer displacement. The dedication to the 
son of Praesens (cos. 153) leads off with 'L. Fulvio C.f. Pom.[." Syme thus seems to 
have thought that the item L. Fulvius Rusticus referred to the mother in the 
nomenclature of the father (cos. II 139) and, accordingly, to the grandmother in the 
nomenclature of the son, the only difference between the two nomenclatures being the 
fact that in that of the son this item comes before the paternal names. But the fact that the 
son's full nomenclature begins with L. Fulvius C.f. Pom., not with C. Bruttius, etc., 
like that of his father, must have a deeper significance; I think that the conclusion is 
unavoidable that Praesens the Younger had been adopted by a L. Fulvius. This Fulvius 
will, of course, have been a relative; if Praesens the Elder was the son of a Fulvia, as 
Syme thinks (cf. above), then the adoptive father may well have been e.g. a brother of 
this Fulvia, which would mean that Praesens the Younger had been adopted by his 
great-uncle. The adoption was testamentary; this emerges not only from the filiation 
C f. but also from the tribe Pom., which is the original tribe of the Bruttii from Volcei; 
the Fulvii probably came from Northern Italy (see below, Ch. IV, note 5). For Praesens' 
son L. Bruttius (Quintius) Crispinus see Appendix, b 7. 

8. CIL X 3845 (Capua) M. Ar[rio(?)] | M fil. M. [nep.] | M.pro[nep.] / Fal. 
Pu[denti(?)] / Vicirio [ --- ] I M. Viciriu[s --- ] / v.c. fratr[i --- ]. The ordinatio of the 
inscription (I have seen a photo) makes it certain that a cognomen followed on Vicirio in 
line 5 (in PIR? A 1106 the lacuna after Vicirio is not noted). Obviously the brother of 
M. Vicirius was a Vicirius adopted by a M. Ar[rius(?)]. The filiation may refer either to 
the adoptive or to the natural father, who was probably, since this is a late inscription, a 
Marcus (Vicirius) like his son. 


I. Pad + Nad + Cad +... + Nong + Cong 


In this name type, items not derived from the natural nor from the adoptive father are 
inserted between the adoptive and the original names. 

1. Cn. Domitius Sex.f. Volt. Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus (CIL XI 5210 
= ILS 990; PIR? D 152), the brother of Cn. Domitius Tullus (PIR? D 167), consuls 
during the reign of Vespasian (for the uncertainty about the dates of the consulates, see 
M. Heil, Chiron 19, 1989, 179-181; Tullus was cos. II in 98: FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 
45), known from many brick stamps and from other sources. The complete 
nomenclature is attested only for Lucanus, since the inscription parallel to ILS 990, CIL 
XI 5211 = ILS 991, set up in honour of Tullus, is acephalous. In other sources, both 
literary and epigraphical, the brothers are called (Cn.) Domitius Tullus and (Cn.) 
Domitius Lucanus, or simply Tullus and Lucanus. (But Martial 5,28,3 refers to them 
as Curvii fratres, using the original nomen.) Pliny tells us that the brothers had been 
adopted by the orator Cn. Domitius Afer from Nemausus: epist. 8,18,5 Domitius Afer, 
qui illos in nomen adsumpsit, reliquit testamentum ante decem et octo annos 
nuncupatum adeoque postea improbatum sibi ut patris eorum bona proscribenda 
curaverit. This is sometimes interpreted as if Domitius Afer had adopted the brothers 
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eighteen years before his death in AD 59,43 but since the filiation of Lucanus is given as 
Sex.f. it is no doubt preferable to assume that the adoption was testamentary, thus 
taking place only after 59; "the brothers had been taken in adoption by ... Domitius Afer, 
by a testament he forgot to revoke when coming to detest their father" (Syme, RP V 
644).44 Since Curvius was without any doubt the brothers' original nomen, and since 
their original filiation was Sex f., it is very probable that E. Groag (RE IV 1893; PIR? 
D 152) was right in supposing that a certain Sex. Curvius Sex.f. Vol. Tullus (he, too, 
certainly a Narbonensian, but not a senator) mentioned in CIL VI 16671 was the 
brothers' natural father.45 (Note that the tribe of Domitius Afer must also have been the 
Voltinia; but since this is a testamentary adoption, Lucanus' tribe .Voltinia must be 
interpreted as referring to his original gens.) Lucilla, the daughter of Lucanus adopted by 
Tullus (cf. above note 1), was a Domitia Cn.f. (CIL XV 1010 = ILS 8652), and so she 
was surely born after the adoption. And note finally that, according to Syme, RP V 538, 
cf. idid. 545 (stemma), the item Titius Marcellus in Lucanus' nomenclature may have 
come from his (natural) mother, the wife of Sex. Curvius Tullus, who would then have 
been a Titia. 

2. L. Stertinius C.f. Maec. Quinftilianus] Acilius Strabo C. Curiat(ius Majternus 
Clodius Nummus (CIL X 1486) - [L. Ste]rtinius Quintilianus [Cur]iatius Maternus 
[Clo]dius Nummus Acilius [C.f. Mae.?] Strabo (CIL III 429 = I. Ephesos 654). The 
man in the inscription from Ephesus must be identical with the man mentioned in CIL X 
1486 (from Neapolis), though it seems strange that the item Acilius Strabo is located 
differently in the two inscriptions; perhaps it was first left out by mistake in the Ephesan 
inscription and then added at the end.46 (But the possibility that some variation in the 
location of less important parts of a long nomenclature was permissible cannot be ruled 
out.) That this is a case of adoption emerges from the inscription from Ephesus, set up 
by L. Stertinius Quintilianus etc. to his father C. Clodius C.f. Maec. Nummus, rrib. 
leg. XIII Gem., Xvir stl. iud., q. provinciae Asiae. This means that L. Stertinius etc., 
who must have been a young boy at the time since his father died as a quaestor, was a C. 
Clodius Nummus adopted by a L. Stertinius Quintilianus etc.; the adoption must have 
been testamentary since his filiation is given as C f. (not L.f.) and since he has kept his 
old tribe Maecia (of Neapolis). This is, however, not all. There was a C. Clodius 


43 H. Dressel, Untersuchungen über die Chronologie der Ziegelstempel der Gens Domitia (1886) 6; Id., 
CIL XV 1 p. 265; A. Kappelmacher, RE V 1319. 1428; E. Groag, PIR2 D 152; A.N. Sherwin-White, 
The Letters of Pliny (1966) 470; Cébeillac, Quaestores 56; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 108. 193. 

44 That this must have been a testamentary adoption was already seen by Mommsen, Ges. Schr. IV 
401; Id., CIL XV 1 p. 266 note 1. Of the same opinion: Dessau, ILS 990/991, note 2; A. Stein, PIR? 
D 126; J.W. Tellegen, The Roman Law of Succession in the Letters of Pliny (1982) 160. 

45 Accepted e.g. by Syme, RP V 655. 

46 Observe that the item Acilius Strabo follows the item Stertinius Quintilianus also in the 
nomenclature of the man mentioned in the fragment AE 1985, 557 (cf. next note) and in that of L. 
Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo Q. Cornelius Rusticus Apronius Senecio Proculus (for whom see 
below, K 2). 
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Nummus, cos. suff. in 114 (the Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23; RMD 14); and a L. 
Acilius Strabo Clodius Nummus was legate of the African legion III Augusta in 116 
(Thomasson 396 по. 23).47 Some scholars identify our man with the consul, ^8 some 
with the legate of legio Ш Augusta, 49 some with both.50 I think that it is quite possible 
that our man is identical with the consul, but the legate seems to me to be a different man: 
a man called L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo etc. Clodius Nummus, a Clodius 
Nummus adopted by a L. Stertinius, would probably, if he were to use a nomenclature 
consisting of five names, not have shortened his name to L. Acilius Strabo Clodius 
Nummus but to L. Stertinius Quintilianus Clodius Nummus. The legate could for 
instance be the son of a L. Acilius Strabo and a Clodia Nummi f., so that he would not 
have been an adopted man at all; and since the Clodia would be a close relative of our L. 
Stertinius etc. Clodius Nummus, this could explain the appearance of the item Acilius 
Strabo in our L. Stertinius' nomenclature. And note finally that if Acilius Strabo were 
L. Acilius Strabo Clodius Nummus ' real, paternal, name (which it would be if Clodius 
Nummus were an item coming from the maternal side), he - or perhaps rather a 
descendant of his - could be identified with the Acilius Strabo leg. Aug. known from 
CIL XIII 7709 = ILS 3456. This Acilius Strabo is identified with the Flavian consul L. 
Acilius Strabo in PIR? A 82, by Franke, Legionslegaten 317, and, though somewhat 
hesitantly, by Eck, Statthalter 139; but I must confess that I would prefer to date the 
inscription?! to a much later period (cf. Syme, JRS 49, 1959, 27 = Danubian Papers 
125 note 15). | 


K. Adoptive nomenclature (+...) + original nomenclature 


Under this heading those cases will be treated, in which the adoptive father is himself 
polyonymous or where the adoptive father's share in the names enumerated before the 
original nomenclature (which may also be polyonymous) cannot be determined. Some of 
the names of this type surely include items inherited from the mother or from some other 
relative. 


47 L. Stert[inius Quintilianus] Acilius (Strabo Curiatius] Matern[us] (perhaps further names should not 
be restored) in the Spanish inscripüon AE 1985, 557 is probably not identical with our man (cf. W. 
Eck, ZPE 61, 1985, 223 note 4). 

48 Syme, RP IV 147 note 38; RP V 602. 

49 E. Groag, PIR2 A 83; G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 122 (according to him the consul of 114 might 
be a brother); Eck, Statthalter 139. 

30 G. Alföldy and H. Halfmann, Chiron 3, 1973, 347 with note 56 = G. Alföldy, Róm. 
Heeresgeschichte (1987) 169. E. Birley, JRS 52, 1962, 225 denies the possibility that the legate might 
be identified with the consul, and B.E. Thomasson, Legatus. Beitráge zur róm. Verwaltungsgeschichte 
(1991) 77 regards it as "weniger wahrscheinlich". 

51 Herculi Saxsano ! sacrum Iulius Vilctor (centurio) pro se et colmilitones singulares peditels Acili 
Straboni[s] / leg. Aug. v.s.l.m. One does not have to assume that this is a governor, for it is now 
known that legionary legates, too, had singulares (M.P. Speidel, JRS 60, 1970, 144f.). 
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1. C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis Valerius P.f. Pomp. Festus, cos. suff. 71 (RE 
III 1363f. no. 2). The full name is given in the fragmentary honorary inscription CIL V 
531 = ILS 989 = Inscr. It. X 4, 30 (which also gives the filiation and the tribe, 
collocated as above) and in a surprisingly large number of inscriptions referring to 
Valerius Festus' curatela of the Tiber bed (CIL VI 31546) or to his governorships of 
Pannonia (see Thomasson 101 no. 16; for AE 1969/70, 477 see now AE 1986, 590) and 
Hispania Tarraconensis (Thomasson 15 no. 19). In many of these inscriptions some of 
the names have been abbreviated, e.g. Calp. CIL II 4854; AE 1928, 178; Rant. AE 
1928, 178; 1965, 215; 1975, 508. The short name C. Valerius Festus is known from 
two consular dates (Fasti fer. Lat., Inscr. It. XIII 1, 150/1; IG XIV 760 = IGR I 453 
[where the praenomen must be restored]); literary sources use the name Valerius Festus 
(Tac. hist. 2,98,1. 4,49,1; Plin. epist. 3.7,12). Now, our man's main name was 
obviously Valerius Festus. The first part of his nomenclature has certainly something to 
do with C. Calpetanus Rantius Sedatus cos. suff. ?47 (PIR? C 235; Appendix, b 3), but 
the filiation P f. cannot, of course, refer to this Calpetanus. And the tribe Pomptina is 
surely the tribe of Arretium, where Valerii Festi are in fact attested (cf. Syme, Danubian 
Papers 181; G. Ciampoltrini, Studi G. Maetzke III [1984] 506). This must mean, as 
scholars dealing with our man have noted, that he was a Valerius P.f. from Arretium 
adopted (by testament) by C. Calpetanus Rantius Sedatus (thus Groag, RE III 1364 and 
PIR2 C 235; Alfóldy, Fasti Hispanienses 21; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 289; Franke, 
Legionslegaten 46). 

2. L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo Q. Cornelius Rusticus Apronius Senecio 
Proculus, proconsul provinciae Asiae, CIL VI 1387 = ILS 1089 (PIR? C 1423). This 
man was consul in 146 (cf. below). His funerary inscription was set up by his 
daughters, Corneliae Procula et Placida (the latter is perhaps identical with Cornelia Q.f. 
Placida, CIL XV 3845-7 [amphorae]), who are also mentioned in the funerary 
inscription CIL VI 1388 - ILS 1090 of their brother Q. Cornelius Senecio Proculus, 
praetoricius legatus provinciae Asiae (certainly at the same time when his father was 
proconsul). The children of the proconsul are Cornelii and so it seems obvious that their 
father had been, probably at some time after their birth, adopted by a L. Stertinius etc. 
Since the combination L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo is attested in an earlier 
generation (see below) it is in my opinion vefy probable that all the names preceding Q. 
Cornelius etc. in the nomenclature of the proconsul are adoptive. Some scholars think 
that the adoptive father was L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo etc. (above, I 2).52 
As consul, the proconsul of Asia is called Q. Cornelius Procu[lus] (FOst., ed. Vidman, 
р. 50); it is possible that he is identical with the proconsul KopvnAuog IIpóxA[oc] in 
AE 1973, 527 from Laodicea ad Lycum (cf. also Cornelius Proculus, dig. 26,5,24; 
48,18,1,4). 


52 б, Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 122; cf. G. Alföldy and Н. Halfmann, Chiron 3, 1973, 347 = С. 
Alfóldy, Róm. Heeresgeschichte (1987) 169 (the proconsul of Asia is the son or adoptive son of L. 
Stertinius ... Clodius Nummus); J. Devreker, in: Homm. J. Veremans (Collection Latomus 193, 1986) 
108 (L. Stertinius ... Clodius Nummus related to, possibly adoptive father of the proconsul of Asia). 
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3. L. Octavius Cornelius P.f. Salvius Iulianus Aemilianus, the jurist, cos. ord. 148 
(RE I A 2023ff. no.14; Thomasson, SPQR 51f.).53 The full name is given in the 
honorary inscription CIL VIII 24094 = ILS 8973 (with the filiation, collocated as above) 
and in ILAfr. 244 = ILTun. 699, where Salvius Iulianus is mentioned (in the ablative) as 
proconsul of Africa in 167/8. A somewhat shortened form of the name is used in the 
Ostian fasti, where a nomen has to be restored in the lacuna before Salvius: the 
restoration /L. Octavi]us Salvius Iulianus by Degrassi (Inscr. It. XIII, 1, 207) and 
Vidman (p. 51) is surely correct. But the tria nomina of the jurist were P. Salvius 
Iulianus, since this is the name used for him in consular dates: CIL VI 375; CPL 156; 
and surely also CIL XI 3778 (the vertical stroke before Salvio seems to represent the 
trace of a p); L. Salvio Iuliano in the date in CIL XVI 95 is either a mistake or an 
uncorrect or at least misleading shortening of the fuller name. (Note also that Julian's 
son, the consul of 175, was also a P. Salvius Iulianus, cf. CIL VI 30865. X 7457.) This 
means that we have here another example of a praenomen, which is used in the 
abbreviated name, being omitted from the full nomenclature (cf. A. Degrassi, Scritti vari 
I 547f. and above p. 33). In other references to our man he is called Salvius Iulianus (as 
consul: CIL XI 6481; IGR IV 942; as curator of the public works: CIL VI 855; AE 


53 In the Historia Augusta (Did. 1,1) it is said that Salvius Iulianus was bis consul, praefectus urbi et 
iuris consultus. In spite of the fact that much of what is said in the HA is unreliable, some scholars, 
mainly jurists, have taken this seriously. Some of them think that the jurist is identical with the Salvii 
Iuliani, consuls in 148 and 175, 175 thus being the year of the second consulate; others prefer to think 
that the jurist is identical only with the consul of 148, and that this was his second consulate, the first 
consulate having been a suffect consulship in an unknown year. See now the lengthy exposition of R.A. 
Bauman (who favours the second view), Lawyers and Politics in the Early Roman Empire (1989) 237- 
263 (where, however, much of the non-juristic modern literature is omitted). The assumption that the 
jurist was consul in 148 and 175 is certainly better than the assumption that he was cos. II in 148 (given 
as a fact by Bauman in ZSS 108, 1991, 11), for this leads to a quite unacceptable chronology of his 
career (cf. Bauman's reconstruction on p. 260ff., according to which Julian was consul in the mid- 
thirties, and then did practically nothing until 148, when he was cos. II "and praef. urb. round the same 
time". In fact, Q. Lollius Urbicus was urban prefect at this time. After the second consulship Julian 
became - according to Bauman - curator aedium sacrarum in 150, and finally proconsul of Africa in 
167/8, more than thirty years after the first consulate). But the speculations about Julian's second 
consulate are all in vain, for it is absolutely impossible to assume that either the consulate of Salvius 
Iulianus in 148 or that of the homonymous man in 175 was a second consulate (I shall return to this in 
a later study); the author of the HA has simply made (another) mistake. The year 148 does seem a bit 
late for Julian's consulate, for, as Bauman points out, much would speak for an earlier chronology for 
his career, so that one would easily expect him to have attained the consulate during the reign of Hadrian. 
But the fact remains that Julian is certainly identical with the man honoured in ILS 8973, and this man 
is again identical with the consul of 148 and the proconsul of Africa in 167/8, and so we must content 
ourselves with the constatation that for some reason Julian became consul later than he should have. 
Perhaps he had problems with Antoninus Pius during the earlier part of Pius’ reign; or perhaps he 
simply retired from public life for some time, e.g. owing to a serious illness or to temporary adherence 
to a philosophical school (cf. the case of Bruttius Praesens, Syme, RP V S68ff.). 
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1968, 25; as legate of Germania inferior: CIL XIII 7791. 8159 [= ILS 7776]; and in 
literary sources, cf. Corbier, Aerarium 221f.), or simply Julianus. The consul's tria 
nomina were thus P. Salvius Iulianus, his son was a P. Salvius, too, and the filiation 
P f. obviously refers to a Salvius, not to an Octavius; this must mean that Julian was a 
Salvius P.f. adopted (by testament) by a L. Octavius (thus A. Merlin, CRAI 1941, 2, 
101f.; M. Corbier, Tituli 5, 1982, 719; cf. also F. Serrao, Atti 3. Congr. epigr. 1957 
[1959] 399; R.A. Bauman, ZSS 108, 1991, 18, has got it all wrong). Salvius Iulianus 
was surely an African from Hadrumetum, as almost all scholars agree (cf., e.g., 
Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 206; Alfóldy, Konsulat 313; M. Corbier, Tituli 5, 1982, 
719; Eck, Statthalter 171), though Syme always preferred to assume that he might have 
come from Brixia (as suggested by T.D. Barnes, BHAC 1968/69 [1970] 45ff.), see RP 
VI 432 note 54, 462; RP VII 489; BHAC 1986/89 [1991] 209. | 


L. Porig + Norig + Nad + Cad 


The inscription cited below seems to be the only certain example of an adoptive 
nomenclature, in which the original names precede the adoptive. Since this example is 
found in a Greek inscription from Greece, too much should not be made of it. It is 
probably better to regard it as another example of the Greeks' ignorance of Roman 
nomenclature rather than as an example of a genuine Roman adoptive name. 

1. IG ТӨШ? 3979 Лооклос В.ВооААлос / KA(add10¢) ‘Нроётс̧, ‘Povgov / 
yvnouog vióc, ‘Hp@dov eisrointöc: a L. Vibullius, natural son of a (Vibullius) 
Rufus,54 adopted by the consul of 143, the well-known millionaire (Ti. Claudius 
Atticus) Herodes. | 

For another possible example of adoptive names being collocated behind the original 
praenomen and nomen, observe M. Claudius P. Vedius Antoninus Sabinus and his son, 
the senator M. Claudius P. Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus, known from many 
inscriptions from Ephesus from the middle of the second century (see the index to I. 
Ephesos, IK 17,4 p.154; the full names are given in I. Ephesos 732 and 4110, in other 
inscriptions the item M. Claudius is omitted). It seems clear that the two must be 
identical with the men mentioned in I. Ephesos 4108 (AD 128 or later), M. Claudius 
Sabinus and his son Claudius Phaedrus, and many scholars assume that the father was, 
at some time after AD 128, adopted by the equestrian P. Vedius Antoninus, also from 
Ephesus (PME V 60; see J. Keil, RE VIIIA 563f.; Halfmann, Senatoren 168; the 
stemma in IK 17,1 p.88). This does in fact seem likely, though one could perhaps, in 
view of the fact that we are dealing with people from Asia Minor, also think of other 
explanations. 


54 According to M. Woloch, Roman Citizenship and the Athenian Elite (21989) 121, the father called 
Rufus is identical with L. Vibullius Rufus, ibid. Vibullius no. 6; W. Ameling, Herodes Atticus (1983) 
146f. thinks that the natural father should be identified with P. Aelius Vibullius Rufus, archon in the 
forties (Woloch, Vibullius no. 8; he was, of course, originally no doubt a L. Vibullius). 
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M. (Porig +) Norig + Corig 


The adoptee keeps his original name after the adoption, and does not take any name 
deriving from the adopting parent. Inscriptions offer the examples below, but this kind 
of adoptive nomenclature may in fact have been much more common, for, as we have 
seen, adoptive fathers were often closely related to their adoptive sons. If, say, a paternal 
grandfather or uncle adopted his grandson or nephew, and the adoptive father and the 
adoptee had the same praenomen (that all members of the same family had the same 
praenomen was common at least in the second century and later), the adoptee probably 
usually continued to use his original names after the adoption (thus e.g. M. Annius 
Verus, the future emperor Marcus, after having been adopted by his grandfather of the 
same name [HA M. Aur. 1,10]; for the additional names Catilius Severus used by 
Marcus for some time in his youth see p. 80f.). The same applies to all adoptions where 
the adoptive father had the same praenomen and nomen as the adoptee (though it is also 
attested that an adoptee adopted by a relative with the same praenomen and nomen added 
the adoptive father's cognomen to his nomenclature, cf. below, N 2). 

1. CIL VI 33513 = ILS 8556 M. Aurelius Sp.f. Secundus, quem sibi T. Sextius 
Hilarus adoptarat. First or second century AD. 

2. CIL VI 3450 Aur. Censorino vet. ... Val. Lea uxor et Val. Probantius 
adop(tivus) filius. Probably late third / early fourth century. Probantius may have been 
Censorinus' illegitimate son, whom he later adopted. 

3. CIL XIII 2036 = ILS 7723 d.m., memoriae aeternae ... Virei Vitalis ... qui vixit 
ann. XVIIII ... Val. Maximus vitricus qui eum sibi filium adoptaverat et art[e] 
educaverat. (Note the verbosity typical of inscriptions from Lugdunum.) 

4. CIL XIII 3632 = ILS 4564 = ILBelg. 62 Velugnius Ingenuus ... Sollavius Victor 
fil. adoptivos. 

It is hard to say what to do with these cases. There is certainly not much use in 
restating that we know of some men from the end of the Republic who continued to use 
their old names after they had been adopted by someone. It is probably best to content 
oneself with the statement that, among the plebs, adoptions did not necessarily, at least 
after the early Empire, affect the nomenclature of the adoptees at all. This is 
understandable when one considers that we are here dealing with people among whom 
the gens, the inheritance of a nomen gentilicium, and similar things probably meant 
much less than among the higher classes. 


N. Porig + Norig + (Corig +) Cad 


In some cases adoptees who continued to use their original praenomina and nomina seem 
to have taken over the cognomina of their adopting parents, either omitting the original 
cognomen or attaching the adoptive cognomen to the original nomenclature. 

1. CIL XIII 415 (Aquitania) L. Corn(elius) Valentinus pater adoptivos C. Anton(i) 
Valentini. (There is, of course, the possibility that these people were in fact somehow 
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related, and that the son was already called Valentinus before the adoption.) 

2. CIL III 1181 (Apulum) P. Ael. Antipatro Marcello eq.R., dec. col. Ap., fil. P. 
Ael. Antipatri a mil. et Ilvir. col. s(upra)s(criptae) et adoptivo P. Ael. Marcelli v.e., ex 
praef. legion. VII Claud. et I Adiut. (...). Early third century, cf. Dobson, Primipilares 
319. Since both the natural and the adoptive father were P. Aelii (according to Dobson 
the two were brothers), there was not much this adoptee could have done about his 
praenomen and nomen. But surely he was, like his natural father, a P. Aelius Antipater 
by birth, so that he seems to have added his adoptive father's cognomen to his original 
nomenclature after the adoption. Note that P. Aelius Marcellus had adopted a girl, too, 
Publia Aelia Iuliana Marcella, natural daughter of a certain P. Aelius Iulianus (CIL III 
1182; cf. above, note 1); she, too, had obviously added her adoptive father's cognomen 
to her original nomenclature. 

It is uncertain whether adoptees of the upper classes using the name type Pad + Nad 
+ Norig + C (C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus), who had prefixed the adopting father's 
praenomen and nomen to the original nomen, ever exchanged their original cognomen 
for an adoptive cognomen. It is for instance fairly certain that Pliny the Younger was 
called Caecilius Secundus before his adoption, so that in spite of the fact that his 
adoptive father C. Plinius Secundus had the same cognomen, the item Caecilius 
Secundus in Pliny's nomenclature should be regarded as representing his original name 
(cf. above, E 6). M. Gavius T.f. Vel. Appalius Maximus (E 8) may have been an 
Appalius Maximus before his adoption by M. Gavius Maximus, the praetorian prefect, 
though scholars so unanimously agree in regarding Gavius Maximus as the adoptive 
father that one could suspect that many of them take not only the names M. Gavius of 
the senator, but also the cognomen Maximus to be adoptive. However, in the case of L. 
Caesennius Paetus cos. ord. 61 (below p. 87), who in some documents has the 
additional name (L.) Junius and accordingly may at some time have been adopted by a 
L. Iunius, it has been suggested that not only the names Z. /unius .but also the 
cognomen Paetus (cf. the senatorial Iunii Paeti) derive from the adoptive father, 
Caesennius Paetus having originally been a Caesennius without a cognomen.?? In 
addition, also note M. Lollius Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus Saturninus (Н 4), whose 
cognomen Saturninus may have had something to do with his adoptive father's gens 
(cf. ibid.). 


O. No trace of original nomenclature 


There are some inscriptions in which a son has a nomen differing from that of the father 
and refers in his filiation to a father not identical with the father named in the inscription. 
Such cases were noted above in Chapter II, CIL VI 18658 (A. Fulvi A f. Celeris ... L. 
Oppius Valerianus filio naturali) and CIL VI 32666 (M. Mario M f. Cla. Campano ... 
D. Valgius Celsus filio), where it was stated that cases such as these may be interpreted 
that the sons had been adopted by an A. Fulvius and a M. Marius, respectively (though it 


55 Syme, RP III 1054; Id., Historia Augusta Papers 191. 
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was also observed that the filiations might be fictive, so that we could in fact be dealing 
with illegitimate sons). There are other similar cases, e.g. CIL VI 25902 C. Sattius Cf. 
Pal. Satttianus ... Ti. Iulius Basileus fil. dulcissimo; CIL XIV 2108 (Lanuvium) Cn. 
Ricinio Cn.f. Pup. Persae scr., tr. mil., avonculo, Pomponiae Lf. Rufae matri ... L. 
Albius L.f. Fab. Rufus scr. aed. (Ricinius Persa seems originally to have been a 
Pomponius L.f., cf. his sister Pomponia L.f. Rufa).56 If these are cases of adoption, 
then we must be dealing with real adoptions. But then there are also some cases where 
father and son have different nomina, but where the son refers to the father in his 
filiation, e.g. CIL VI 11653 (= Baldwin and Torelli, Latin Inscriptions in the Kelsey 
Museum [1979] 51ff. no.36) L. Aninio L.f. Eueno ... Sex. Munatius Lf. Perennis 
patri suo. There is perhaps the possibility that Sex. Munatius Perennis is in fact an 
illegitimate son, referring in spite of this by a slight usurpation to his real father in his 
filiation, instead of using the filiation Spf; but with an eye to the duovir and quaestor 
Q. Vibius Q. Caesi f. Ter. Rusticus in Venafrum (CIL X 4893), who surely should be a 
Caesius Q.f. adopted by a Q. Vibius, we may regard it as at least equally DOSE that 
Perennis had been adopted, but by testament, by a Sex. Munatius. 

The problem with these cases is that, even if we assume that we are dealing with 
adoptive names, we cannot say whether the cognomina of the sons are original or 
adoptive (except, obviously, in the case of C. Sattius Sattianus in CIL VI 25902). If, 
e.g., Cn. Ricinius Cn.f. Persa in CIL XIV 2108 was originally a Pomponius L.f. Persa, 
then he should be discussed in the next section, which deals with adoptive sons keeping 
their original cognomina. But since at least Sattius Sattianus has a cognomen derived 
from the adoptive nomen (assuming that he is in fact an adoptee), and since we do not 
know the original cognomina of the other adoptees, it seemed better to note all these 
cases under this heading. 

The next two cases, to go on to senators, are also somewhat problematic. We know 
that both men were adoptees, but in both cases only an abbreviated, not the complete 
nomenclature of the adoptees is known. Since nothing certain can be said about the 
complete nomenclature of these men (though one could easily imagine how their names 
must have looked), it seemed reasonable to discuss these cases, too, under this heading. 

1. L. Bellicius Sollers, a knight adlected to the senate, early second century (PIR? B 
103; Pflaum, Carriéres no.68; PME C 122).57 From the following inscriptions from 
Verona it emerges that a man called [Ti. Claudius] Ti.f. Quir. Alpinus was later called 
Bellicius Sollers: 

a) CIL V 3356 = ILS 2710: [L. Bellicio Sollerti ... (?) Ti.(?) Claudio] Ti.f. Quir. 
Alpino etc. Claudia Ti.f. Marcellina marito optimo. The highest office mentioned in 
this inscription: praef. coh. II Pr(-). Bellum Germ(anicum) refers to the wars of 
Domitian. It is usually thought that only one line (with /Ti. Claudio]) is missing from 


56 Cf. also CIL VI 10047 = ILS 5288 P. Aelius Mari Rogati fil. Gutta Calpurnianus; CIL VIII 7648 
- ILAlg. II 719 A. Pompeio A fil. Quir. Maritimiano L. Naevius Libo patruus. 

57 The inscription AE 1968, 525 does not mention this man but C. Claudius Severus cos. 112, cf. 
Halfmann, Senatoren 135. 
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the beginning, but from this it would follow that our man was still a Claudius Alpinus at 
the time when he held the prefecture of a cohort, and that he was adopted at some time 
before he became procurator of Britannia (cf. below), after which he began to be known 
as "Bellicius Sollers". It is, however, surely preferable to assume that a Claudius 
Alpinus, who was known as "Bellicius Sollers" after an adoption, was adopted at an 
early age, not in the middle of his equestrian career (cf. below, p. 60), and thus, since 
nothing precludes the hypothesis that more than just one line is missing at the beginning 
of CIL V 3356 (for a description of the stone see G. Alfóldy, Rómische Statuen in 
Venetia et Histria [Abh. Heidelb. Ak. Wiss. 1984, 3] 133 no.219), it seems best to 
assume that at least two lines are missing and that the text of this inscription originally 
began with the adoptive items of our man's nomenclature. Marcellina's husband surely 
had the praenomen Tiberius before his adoption, but he may have dropped it from his 
nomenclature when he added the adoptive items to the beginning of it. 

b) CIL V 3337 [Ti]b. Claudio Tib.f. Quir. Augustano patri Bellici Sollertis proc. 
Aug. prov. Britan. Claudia Ti.f. Marcellina socero optimo. As far as I can see, all 
scholars except Dessau (on EE IX 676) agree in assuming that proc. Aug., etc. is to be 
referred to the father,?8 but it seems obvious to me that by proc. Aug., etc. the son is 
meant (and that, accordingly, one has to read proc(uratoris) and not proc(uratori)). 

c) CIL V 3338 - ILS 1031 Claudiae Ti.f. Marcellinae Bellici Sollertis cos. 
(uxori).°9 

Since the son of a Claudius Augustanus is called (L.)® Bellicius Sollers, and since 
both a [ --- Claudius] Alpinus and (later) a Bellicius Sollers are attested as the husband of 
the same woman, scholars have rightly concluded that we are here dealing with a case of 
adoption, a Claudius Alpinus having been adopted by a Bellicius. The full name of our 
man after the adoption may have been something like "L. Bellicius Sollers (...?) Ti.(?) 
Claudius Alpinus" (cf. above). It is true that scholars usually reconstruct the full name as 
"Ti. Claudius Augustanus Alpinus L. Bellicius Sollers" (e.g. Syme, RP VII 477), but 
the evidence for this is not satisfactory. The order of the names Augustanus Alpinus 
Bellicius Sollers is deduced from the nomenclature of some later persons (cf. below), 
and from the Dalmatian inscription CIL III 13250 = ILS 5968, where a certain 
Augustianus Bellicus proc. Aug. (of Dalmatia) is mentioned, who is held to be identical 
with Bellicius Sollers. But Sollers was, as far as I can see, not called August(i)anus at 
all (Augustanus was the cognomen of his natural father), and he was procurator of 
Britannia, not of Dalmatia (see above), although he could, of course, in theory have been 
procurator in both provinces; and the Dalmatian inscription, where the fines roboreti Fl. 
Marc(iani?)®! are mentioned, seems to me to date from somewhat later times. I thus 


58 See, in addition to the works cited above, i.a. Mommsen on CIL V 3337; Birley, Fasti 289f.; С. 
Alföldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 342; Id., Römische Statuen in Venetia et Histria 139f. no.242. 

59 Note also that Bellicius Sollers was, according to EE IX 676 from Castrimoenium ([ --- Jus Sollers 
pontif. min., proc. Aug.), the father of (L. Bellicius?] Marcellus Claudius (cf. above note 12). Bellicius 
Sollers is also mentioned by Pliny, epist. 5,4,1 (Sollers). 

60 The praenomen L. is known from brick stamps (CIL XV 887f.). 
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much prefer to consider the Dalmatian procurator as a later relative. As for some later 
polyonymi, whose nomenclature includes the item Augustanus Alpinus Bellicius Sollers 
(P. Cassius Dexter etc., PIR? C 490 cf. Alföldy, Konsulat 160; Q. Pompeius Senecio 
etc., cos. ord. 169, ILS 1194; L. Cassius Paullus, etc., AE 1967, 223 from Legio in the 
Tarraconensis), it is, of course, obvious that these men are related to, or at least have 
something to do with Bellicius Sollers and his family (H.-G. Pflaum assumes that P. 
Cassius Dexter etc. was his daughter's son, Scripta Varia II 384), but on this basis one 
surely cannot conclude that Bellicius Sollers, too, must have been called "(Ti. Claudius) 
Augustanus Alpinus (L.) Bellicius Sollers". If our man was adopted by a Bellicius, the 
adoptive names must have stood at the beginning of his nomenclature, and his original 
names at the end; and a nomenclature of this kind must, in fact, be restored in CIL V 
3356 (see above). Further, as observed above, Bellicius Sollers was apparently not 
called Augustanus at all. (Note also that the items Augustan(i)us Alpinus and Bellicius 
Sollers did not necessarily belong together: the brother of L. Cassius Paullus 
Augustanius Alpinus Bellicius Sollers, mentioned in AE 1967, 223, has only the item 
Augustanius Alp(i)nu[s] in his nomenclature.) 

2. Ummidius Quadratus. According to the inscription I. Ephesos 1539, Cn. 
Claudius Severus cos. П ord. 173 was x[atà göcıv] (a plausible restoration) the father 
of a certain Ummidius Quadratus. This should mean, as all scholars agree,62 that the 
son had been adopted by M. Ummidius Quadratus cos. ord. 167. Of course," (M.) 
Ummidius Quadratus" was certainly not the adoptee's full name. 

In the Letoon at Xanthus there are, as Professor Birley kindly informs me, two 
unpublished inscriptions mentioning further members of the family of L. Domitius 
Apollinaris (on whom see now Syme, RP VII 588ff., with Birley's Addendum on 
p.602), namely his son P. Valerius Patruinus (obviously named after Apollinaris' father- 
in-law P. Valerius Patruinus cos. 82) and his daughter Valeria Polla (who is known 
from other inscriptions, cf. Birley's Addendum). If "P. Valerius Patruinus" was the 
son's full name, which does not seem very likely (though one would, of course, expect 
an honorific inscription to use the full nomenclature - but this is an inscription from Asia 
Minor), then we would have to conclude that he had been adopted by a P. Valerius (not 
necessarily by his maternal grandfather, but rather by a maternal uncle), or that he had 
the nomen Valerius in spite of the fact that he was the son of a Domitius (this would be 
a most unpleasant conclusion for a student of onomastics). But perhaps "P. Valerius 
Patruinus" was not his complete name; he may well have also used the nomen 
Domitius, for it seems probable that he is identical with the father of Domitia Patruini f. 
Vettilla L. Roscii Paculi cos., CIL V 6657 = ILS 6741a (thus A. Balland [as Professor 
Birley writes to me], who is to publish the new inscriptions in a further volume of the 
Fouilles de Xanthos). From this it would follow that he could be regarded as 


61 This man certainly has nothing to do with a Flavius Marcianus from Lepcis mentioned by Pliny 
(PIR2 F 313), though some connection between them has been suspected (cf. Pflaum, Carrières I p. 
162). 

62 E. Groag, WS 24, 1902, 261-4 and PIR2 C 1024; R. Hanslik, RE Suppl. IX 1833; Syme, RP II 
689f., III 1162; Halfmann, Senatoren 181. 
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Apollinaris' natural son, not adopted by anyone. (As for Valeria Polla, I do not think it 
necessary to assume that she, too, also had the nomen Domitia, for women are fairly 
frequently attested as having the maternal nomen instead of the paternal; cf. above, p. 
19.) For Anicius Cerealis (cos. 65) and his son Sex. Papinius (Dio 59,25,5b: AD 40) 
see above, p. 16. 

Thus far I have included in the Catalogue only name types represented by at least one 
man who is certainly or almost certainly in one way or another attested as an adoptee. 
There are, however, still some cases where adoption can be assumed with some 
confidence, though not with absolute certainty, but where the nomenclature of the 
adoptees - if indeed they are that - cannot be included in any of the name types 
enumerated above. Since it may be of some use if also name types only probably attested 
as adoptive are registered, the Catalogue will conclude with the following types: P, Q 
and R. 


P. Pad + Nad + Corig 


For some possible examples of this kind of adoptive nomenclature in inscriptions, see 
the preceding section, O. 

]. C. Calpurnius Aviola, cos. suff. 24 (Inscr. It. XIII 1, 298; CIL XV 4568), 
proconsul of Asia (PIR? C 251); the tria nomina - one hopes that this was indeed this 
man's complete name - appear in the attestations of the consulate (C. C{alpurnio Ajviola 
CIL XV 4568); called Aviola in coins from the time of the proconsulate. Aviola is a 
cognomen attested almost exclusively for senatorial Acilii; and there was an Acilius 
Aviola, legate of Gallia Lugdunensis in 21 (PIR? A 47), whom one could easily believe 
to have held the consulate in AD 24. So the proposal of R. Syme®3 to identify these two 
as the same man by assuming that Acilius Aviola had been adopted in the meantime by a 
C. Calpumius is in fact very attractive,©4 even though, if "C. Calpurnius Aviola" was 
the consul's full name, one would perhaps expect the adoptive father to have been a C. 
Calpurnius without a cognomen (e.g. a son of C. Calpurnius, curule and plebeian edile 
in 23 BC, PIR? C 245) rather than a Piso or a Bibulus as Syme thinks; he also thinks 
that the adoption was testamentary (AA 378), but this is just a guess. 

2. (?) M. Septicius Sura (CIL VI 31765; RE Suppl. XIV 660 no. 4a). The filiation 
of M. Septicius Sura, the son of a leg. Ti. Caesaris Augusti et C. Caesaris Aug. whose 
name has not been preserved, is recorded in the inscription mentioned above as Q.f. 
C.n. C. et Gemini [Artori pronepo]s. There was also a Marcius, who has the same 
filiation: Q. Marcius Q.f. C.n. C. et Gemini Artori pronepos Barea Sura (CIL VI 31766 
= ILS 953; PIR? M 219). It is, of course, obvious that these men must be in some way 
connected. There are two explanations for the filiations: | 

a) An Artoria, daughter of the Geminus Artorius (cf. PIR? A 1185, possibly 


63 Syme, RP II 508. III 1228. IV 368; AA 378. 
64 Some scholars are, however, still somewhat sceptical about this; see U. Vogel-Weidemann, ZPE 
46, 1982, 282f.; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 31 no. 6, note 2. 
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identical with 1186), was married twice, to a C. Marcius (C.f.) and to a C. Septicius 
(C.f.); or Artorius Geminus had two daughters, one of whom was married to a C. 
Marcius (C.f.), the other to a C. Septicius (C.f.).65 

b) M. Septicius Sura and Q. Marcius Barea Sura were brothers, one of whom was 
adopted into another family; the adoptee was certainly Septicius Sura, since Barea Sura 
was no doubt a natural son of Q. Marcius Barea Sura cos. 34, who was C f. (see PIR? 
M 218). Because of Septicius Sura's filiation, his adoption must have been 
testamentary.66 

Both explanations are, of course, possible, but, as Corbier, Aerarium 350 points 
out, it is certainly striking that both men should have exactly the same filiation; those 
who prefer explanation a) must accept the fact that by coincidence the husbands of the 
daughter(s) of Artorius Geminus were both Gaii, a Marcius and a Septicius, and that 
these two Gaii were both sons of Gaii and had both a son named Quintus. To me this 
does not seem very probable, though of course such a coincidence cannot be ruled out, 
and so I must confess that I find explanation b) preferable. This would mean that M. 
Septicius Sura was a Marcius Q.f. Sura adopted by testament by a M. Septicius, who 
may not have had a cognomen.67 

As for possible further cases, but from the Greek east, note C. Iulius M.f. Lepidus, 
Aapxıepedg тйс 'Actag etc., IGR IV 1246 (Thyatira), who may well have been the son 
of M. Antonius Lepidus @vatipnvoc mentioned in the inscription of Augustan date, 
IGR IV 1756 (Sardis). There is also T. Vibius Pius, an equestrian officer (PME V 103), 
the son of Tıß. KA. Newxopéóovg viog Kupeiva IItoc, another knight with a military 
career (PME C 168), AE 1933, 270 = Alt. Pergamon VIII 3, 30 (Devijver in PME V 103 
proposes a date around the middle of the second century). Perhaps Lepidus' son had 
been adopted by a C. Iulius, Claudius Pius' son by a T. Vibius. But there are other 
possible explanations for the difference in the nomina; one could e.g. assume that all 
these men were new citizens (Claudius Pius' filiation might be interpreted as pointing to 
that conclusion; for a new citizen from the middle of the second century called Ті. 
Claudius cf. SEG XXXVII 972) and that they had, as citizens, all taken different 
nomina (for two brothers who chose different nomina when becoming Roman citizens 
cf. e.g. IGR III 500, ii, line 2ff.). 


65 T. Mommsen, CIL VI p. 3158; E. Groag, PIR2 A 1185; W. Eck, Hisp. Ant. 3, 1973, 308; Id., RE 
Suppl. XIV 660 Septicius 3a; L. Petersen, PIR? M 218, cf. the stemma on p. 176; Raepsaet-Charlier, 
PFOS p. 121, cf. p. 161 and stemma XI. 

66 Corbier, Aerarium 350; E. Champlin, Athenaeum 61, 1983, 259-62; Vogel-Weidemann 137, who, 
however, thinks that also explanation a) is possible. 

67 The use of the original cognomen by an adoptee after the adoption is perhaps also attested in the 
case of C. Mevius Silius Crescens Calpurnianus c.p. (CIL VIII 610 = 11773; PIR2 M 581), the son of 
C. Iulius Fortunatianus e.v. (ibid.). Stein, Ritterstand 358, thinks that this is a case of adoption, but 
since this is obviously a late inscription there is the possibility that the nomen Julius has simply for 
some reason been dropped from the nomenclature of the son. 
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Q. Pad + Nad + Cad + Corig 


1. D. (Iunius) Silanus Gaetulicus, a patrician whose co-optation into a college 
(probably not that of the Salii Palatini, cf. Syme, RP II 667f.) in AD 63 is recorded in 
CIL VI 2002, 12 (PIR? I 835). Surely the father of M. Iunius Silanus D. Silani f., 
Gaetulici nepos, Cossi pron. Lutatius Catulus, a young patrician who died at the age of 
twenty (CIL VI 1439 - ILS 959; PIR? I 836). Gaetulicus in the filiation of the son is 
probably Cn. Cornelius Lentulus Gaetulicus cos. 26, Cossus the consul of 1 BC, 
Cossus Cornelius Lentulus. From the genealogical indications in the inscription of the 
son, it follows that D. Silanus Gaetulicus was a son of Cn. Lentulus Gaetulicus; and this 
has always been explained by assuming that he was a Lentulus who had been adopted by 
D. Silanus (PIR? I 826), the brother of the consuls of 10 and 15 (thus Mommsen, EE I 
[1872] 65 2 Ges. Schr. VIII 202; E. Hohl, RE X 1101 no.179; Petersen , PIR? I 835; 
and cf. Syme, RP II 667). But in The Augustan Aristocracy (p. 194) Syme argued that 
the item Gaetulicus in D. Silanus' nomenclature might in fact have been maternal: 
" Advertisement of maternal ascendance by the cognomen cannot be ruled out. On that 
hypothesis, D. Silanus married a daughter of the consular" (i.e. of Cn. Lentulus 
Gaetulicus). This hypothesis has, however, a serious flaw: if D. Silanus Gaetulicus' 
cognomen was maternal, his father D. Silanus having married a Cornelia Lentuli 
Gaetulici f., his own son, M. Silanus Lutatius Catulus, could hardly have been called 
Gaetulici nepos, since Lentulus Gaetulicus would in that case be M. Silanus' great- 
grandfather, not his grandfather. There is also the recent hypothesis of J. Scheid (in: 
Actes Degrassi 83ff.), according to whom D. Silanus Gaetulicus was the natural son of a 
certain Cossus Lentulus Gaetulicus (not identical with Cossus Gaetulicus Cn.f., PIR2 C 
1392) and the grandson of Cossus Lentulus cos. 25, who had married a daughter of D. 
Silanus (PIR2 I 826). He notes that this D. Silanus already had a natural son (L. Silanus 
D.f. cos. 26), so that one would not expect him to adopt a further son. He also observes 
that D. Silanus Gaetulicus would seem rather young for a son of Cn. Lentulus 
Gaetulicus cos. 26. He does not, however, discuss the problem of the nomen /unius 
being used by the natural son of a Cornelius (although one could adduce the sons of M. 
Licinius Crassus Frugi cos. 27, above p. 4, as a parallel). And there is a further 
. problem, namely the fact that Cossus Lentulus cos. 25 did have a son who had the 
praenomen Cossus, but who is never called Gaetulicus (the consul of 60, PIR? C 
1383). Thus, since one could assume that D. Silanus Gaetulicus was adopted by D. 
Silanus at a time when D. Silanus' natural son L. Silanus (cos. 26) was already dead 
(nothing is known of the consul after AD 26), I believe that it is better to revert to the old 
theory that D. Silanus Gaetulicus was a Iunius only by adoption. The nomenclature of 
M. Iunius Silanus Lutatius Catulus is, by the way, usually explained by assuming that 
he was the son of a Lutatia (PIR? I 836; Syme, AA 194; M. Kajava, in: Roman Eastern 
Policy and other Studies in Roman History [ed. H. Solin and M. Kajava, 1990] 78 note 
98). 
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2. L. Iulius Ursus Servianus, cos. II ord. 102, III ord. 134 (PIR? I 631). AL. 
Iulius Ursus, a former knight, was consul in 84, 98 and 100 (PIR? I 630), a Ser. Iulius 
Servianus was consul in 90 (the Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23; PIR? I 569). Ursus 
Servianus obviously has something to do with both, and since he must have had a first 
consulship at some time before his second, it has been suggested by Syme®8 that Ser. 
Iulius Servianus was adopted at some time after his consulate in 90 by L. Iulius Ursus 
and that, accordingly, Iulius Servianus and Ursus Servianus are in fact identical. This 
identification seems most probable indeed, and has, as far as I can see, been accepted by 
all scholars. If the adoption was testamentary, it must have taken place between AD 100 
and 102 (cf. G. Di Vita-Evrard, in: Epigrafia juridica Romana [1989] 168). 

For the possibility that C. Iulius P.f. Hor. Cornutus Tertullus (CIL XIV 2925 = ILS 
1024, including the filiation and the tribe; SEG XX 786; EA 11, 1988, 114; C. lulius 
Cornutus FOst., ed. Vidman p. 45; Cornutus Tertullus or Cornutus in Pliny), cos. 
suff. 100 (PIR? I 273), was a ( --- -ius) P.f. Tertullus who had been adopted by C. 
Iulius Cornutus from Perge (IGR III 789), see below Chapter V, note 14. 


К. Pad + Nad + Cad + C(ianus) + Corig (+...) 


l. T. Prifernius Sex.f. Quir. Paetus Rosianus Geminus Laecanfius Bassus(?)], q. 
100, proconsul of Achaea, cos. c. 125, legate of Cappadocia in 129, proconsul of Africa 
(РІК P 691; RE XXII 1968 and Suppl. XV 444 no.[4]; Rémy, Carrières 211-3 no. 
168). The full name is given in the new honorary inscription from Patrae published by 
A. Rizakis, Epigraphica 51, 1989, 21ff. (T. Prif[ernio Sex. Q]uir. Paeto [Rosiano 
Gemi]no Laecan[io Basso(?)]; a somewhat shorter nomenclature (T. Prifernius 
Sex fil. Paetus Rosianus Geminus) is used in the Ostian inscription of AD 140, CIL 
XIV 246 (where this man is named as one of the patroni of an Ostian ordo).6? 
Otherwise the man is called Rosianus Geminus: Plin. epist. 10,26,1; CIL VIII 7059 = 
ILS 1067;70 AE 1976, 675 (Cappadocia). Now, he might, of course, be the son of a 
Sex. Prifernius. But no Sex. Prifernii seem to be attested, and the fact that his 
abbreviated nomenclature was (T.[?]) Rosianus Geminus, not Prifernius Paetus, may 
be interpreted as pointing to the conclusion that Prifernius Paetus was not his original 
name. When one considers further that among the very few Rosii/! a Sex. Rosius 
Clementi[nus] (NSA 1928, 397) is in fact attested in Trebula Mutuesca, the home of the 
Prifernii,’2 it becomes almost a certainty that our man is Rosius Sex.f. Geminus 


68 Syme, RP I 245. 258. V 642. 

69 T. Prifernius Sex.f. Paetus Rosianus Geminus mentioned in CIL XIV 250 = ILS 6174 from AD 
152 was according to Alfóldy, Konsulat 358f., not identical with the consul of c. 125, but a nephew, 
who was, like his uncle, the son of a Sex. Rosius and who had possibly at some time been adopted by 
his uncle. 

70 Honorary inscription of P. Pactumeius Clemens, Rosianus Geminus' son-in-law, mentioning 
Geminus' proconsulates (when Clemens was his legate). 

71 PIR R 75 (Rosius Regulus cos. suff. 69); CIL УІ 37371 (Т./.); AE 1981, 363 (Blera, C. - Cf. 
Arn.); EE IX 148 no.399 (Emporiae, L. - L f.); IG XII Suppl. 491 (Thasos). 
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adopted by testament by a T. Prifernius Paetus. This has, of course, been seen by many 
scholars.73 Usually T. Prifernius Paetus cos. suff. 96 (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 45; RMD 
6) is thought to have been the adoptive father, but Hanslik (see note 73) suggests the 
knight T. Prifernius Paetus Memmius АроШпагіѕ.74 The son of our man (РІВ P 692; 
RE Suppl. XIV 484f.) inherited almost all of his father's names. He is called T. 
Prifernius T f. Paetus Rosianus Geminus in CIL XIV 246. 247 (in 247 the tribe Quir. 
is added) and in CIL VI 1449 (cf. Syme, RP II 487; fragmentary). But he also had some 
additional names (not identical with the additional names of his father, Laecan[ius 
Bassus(?)]), attested in the inscription AE 1972, 153 from his home town Trebula 
Mutuesca.75 This son's tria nomina were T. Prifernius Paetus (cf. the attestations of 
his consulate in 146: FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 50; CIL X 6587 [fragmentary]; and he is 
most probably identical with a certain Prif. Paetus cons. whose nepos is mentioned in 
CIL XI 1431).76 | 


72 M, Torelli, MEFRA 81, 1969, 308f. Note that the inscription from Patrae shows that our man, 
too, like the other Prifernii, had the tribe Quirina. | 

73 Syme, RP II 486. 488. III 1314. IV 53 (note 13). 305. V 591; R. Hanslik, RE XXII 2, 1968; M. 
Torelli, MEFRA 81, 1969, 609; Id., Tituli 5, 1982, 196 (but here also another explanation is taken into 
consideration, namely that Rosianus Geminus was the son of T. Prifernius Paetus cos. 96 and a Rosia; 
but Rosianus Geminus' filiation rules this out); Rémy, Carriéres 212. 

74 For this man see above, H 3. | 

75 Note that CIL VI 1449 and AE 1972, 153 both mention the proconsulate of Africa, so that it cannot 
be assumed that the additional names were annexed to this man's nomenclature in his later life. 

76 The nomenclature of L. Hedius Rufus Lollianus Avitus cos. suff. 114 and his descendants of the 
same name (PIR2 Н 39ff.; for the complete nomenclature of the consul of 114 see Alt. Pergamon VIII 
3, 22), who all used the short name L. Lollianus Avitus, reminds one very much of the nomenclature 
of T. Prifernius Paetus Rosianus Geminus (etc.) = 7.(?) Rosianus Geminus. And there is also C. 
Annianus Ver([us], cos. suff. in 146 (FOst., ed. Vidman, р. 50). It has been suggested by Syme (RP II 
686. III 1176. 1334. IV 170) that this man was in fact a C. (Ummidius Quadratus) Annianus Verus, and 
a son of C. Ummidius Quadratus cos. 118, who may have married an Annia from the family of the 
Annii Veri (accepted e.g. by Vidman, Fasti Ostienses p. 126; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 52; Birley, 
Marcus Aurelius? 244). After Rosianus Geminus adoptive cognomina in -ianus do not seem to be 
attested except possibly in Asia Minor (but one would not like to pay too much attention on this 
material). For C. Antonius Paulinus Aurelianus (IGR IV 671) see above p. 22; cf. L. Annius Cl. 
Philetus Iulianus, the son of A. Iulius Noetus (I. Pergamon 374, A 26, from the time of Hadrian). 
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At this point we will now consider the catalogue as a whole, to see what conclusions can 
be drawn from the material. 


a) Nature of the adoptions 


As observed in the Introduction, most of the adoptions that took place in Imperial Rome 
seem to have been testamentary. Accordingly, the Catalogue of Adoptions includes many 
examples of adoptive nomenclature in which the (first) praenomen is not identical with 
the one given in the filiation, the filiation referring to the original father whose status as 
the legal father was not changed through a testamentary adoption of the son. Yet there 
were, of course, also plenary adoptions.! Some examples can be deduced with the 
help of filiations: A 4 (C. Utianus C.f. Pom. Rufus Latinianus, sister Latinia M.f.); A 5 
(L. Terentius L.f. Ste. Rufus Firmilianus, brother[?] C. Firmilius C.f. Pup.); D 1 (M. 
Vergilius M.f. Gallus Lusius, son A. Lusius A.f.). Other examples can be found in 
those inscriptions where adoptive fathers are mentioned as living persons, as e.g. in CIL 
XIII 2036 = ILS 7723 (above, M 3), a funerary inscription put up by the adoptive father 
to his adoptive son. The adoptive father is also mentioned as an obviously living person 
e.g. in the inscription from Rome noted under M 1. And when L. Vibullius Cl(audius) 
Herodes is said to be an eioroıntog vióç of (Ti. Claudius Atticus) Herodes (above, L 
1), this seems to refer to a living rather than to a dead adoptive father. 


b) Collocation of adoptive father's names 


Our material makes it clear enough that when an adoptive nomenclature included the 
praenomen and the nomen of the adopting parent - which was, of course, normal - these 
items regularly stood at the beginning of the nomenclature. The only exception, the 
nomenclature of L. Vibullius Cl(audius) Herodes, mentioned above, comes from Greece 
and can thus be used rather to illustrate the Greeks' ignorance of the details of Roman 
nomenclature than as an example of genuine adoptive nomenclature in Imperial Rome. 


с) Collocation of filiation and tribe 


When the filiation and tribe of adoptees with two or more nomina were given, these were 
usually collocated behind the first nomen, e.g., A. Hostilius L.f. Pol. Pompeius Macer 
(E 1), M. Acilius Af. Vot. Priscus Egrilius Plarianus (Н 5), Cn. Domitius Sex f. 
Volt. Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus (1 1). But in some cases the filiation and 


l That plenary adoptions existed during the Empire is, of course, also clear from the Roman juristic 


literature. 
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the tribe appear between the original nomen and cognomen at the end of the 
nomenclature: C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis Valerius P.f. Pom. Festus (Kl), О. 
Aurelius Pactumeius P.f. Quir. Fronto and Clemens (E 4). In the case of C. Antius A. 
Iulius A.f. Vol. Quadratus (G 1), whose nomenclature usually includes the original 
praenomen A., this was, of course, the only appropriate collocation.* The honorary 
inscription of Salvius Iulianus (K 3), CIL VIII 24094 = ILS 8973 puts the filiation 
before the original nomen Salvius, but after two other nomina: L. Octavius Cornelius 
P f. Salvius Iulianus Aemilianus; an explanation - if one is really needed - could be that 
his adoptive father was already called L. Octavius Cornelius. It should, however, be 
noted that sometimes the collocation of the filiation and the tribe could vary; of the two 
inscriptions mentioning L. Stertinius Quintilianus ... Clodius Nummus (I 2), CIL X 
1486 puts the filiation between Stertinius and Quintilianus, whereas CIL III 429 has a 
lacuna at the end of the nomenclature between Acilius and Strabo, where perhaps the 
filiation and the tribe should be restored. For another example of this, not taken from the 
Catalogue of adoptions, cf. the inscriptions of Q. Antistius Adventus Postumius 
Aquilinus cos. c. 167 (below p. 82): ILAlg. II 4681 = ILS 8977 puts the filiation and the 
tribe (Q.f. Quir.) between Adventus and Postumius; ILAlg. II 4682 between 
Antistius and Adventus. It thus seems obvious that the collocation of the filiation and 
the tribe was not very important. However, when they appear between a nomen and a 
cognomen collocated to the end of a nomenclature consisting of two or more nomina, 
this can probably be taken in most cases to indicate that the last nomen was the paternal 
one of the person in question; this is the case in all the three of the examples cited above, 
and no inscriptions seem to exist where a man whose paternal zria nomina stand at the 
head of a nomenclature has his filiation collocated at the end. (But note that [A.] Iulius 
Pompilius A.fil. Cornelia Piso T. Vib[ius Varus] etc. [ILS 1111] is a Iulius Piso, not a 
Pompilius Piso, cf. PIR? I 477 and below, p. 73.) 


d) The tribe of the adoptees 


A regular adoption affected the familial status of the adoptee, with the consequence that 
he had to change his original tribe to that of the adoptive father. Thus L. Terentius L.f. 
Ste. Rufus Firmilianus (A 5), most probably a brother of the C. Firmilius C.f. Pup. 
Rufus mentioned in the same inscription, had obviously been adopted by a L. Terentius 
whose tribe was the Stellatina. But if the adoptive father already had the same tribe as the 
adoptee, which must have been quite common as the two were often related or came 
from the same city or area, the adoptee continued to carry his old tribe; of this we have 
one example, that of M. Vergilius M.f. Ter. Gallus Lusius (D 1); probably the adoptive 
father M. Vergilius and the adoptee were both from Venafrum. Testamentary adoptions 
however did not affect the familial status of the adoptee, and so those adopted by 
testament kept their original tribe.) Thus 1. Stertinius Quintilianus ... Clodius 


2 But in IGR Ш 550 = TAM II 566 he is called Голос 'Avttog АЎАос AdAov vidg OveAtivia 
"Тооћлос Kovaópatoc. 
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Nummus (I 2) retains his original tribe, the Maecia of Neapolis, although his adoptive 
father certainly did not come from there,* and L. Fulvius ... (C.) Bruttius Praesens 
has the Pomptina of Volceii although his adoptive father seems to have been a senator 
from Northern Italy.? But of course sons adopted by testament often also had the same 
tribe as their adoptive fathers, because, as in the case of regular adoptions, the two were 
often related or came from the same city or province; thus Cn. Domitius Afer, the 
adoptive father of Cn. Domitius Lucanus (I 1), must have had the same tribe (Voltinia) 
as Lucanus since he came from Nemausus; and M. Acilius Priscus, the adoptive father 
of M. Acilius Priscus Egrilius Plarianus (H 5), was surely in the same tribe (Voturia) as 
his adoptive son since they both came from Ostia. 


e) The nomenclature of the children of adoptees 


Adoptions could take place at any age of the adoptee, but since we seem to be dealing 
mostly with testamentary adoptions, it is probable that the majority of the adoptees in the 
Catalogue were adults. This means that they could have had children before they were 
adopted, and that this was in fact often the case emerges from the observation that the 
names of the children of adoptees in the Catalogue often show no trace of their fathers' 
adoptive nomenclature. On the other hand, some adoptees had children after the 
adoption, and in these cases the nomenclature reflected the new, adoptive nomenclature 
of their fathers. So there were, with regard to nomenclature, at least two groups of 
adoptees’ children. But since we shall here also keep an eye on the filiations of adoptees' 
children, we shall have to deal with a further, third group, those children who did not 
inherit their fathers' adoptive names but who nonetheless refer to the adoptive 
praenomen of their fathers in their filiations. Let us now have a look at what our material 
offers us. 

A. Children born before their father was adopted, who refer in their filiation to their 
father's original praenomen: L. Valerius L.f. Catullus, the son of Sex. Teidius L.f. 
Valerius Catullus cos. 31 (E 2; the filiation of the son: IG II/III? 4159 [but the 
identification is not certain]); A. Lusius A.f. Gallus, the son of M. Vergilius M.f. Gallus 
Lusius (D 1); P. Memmius P.f. Qui. Apollinaris, the son of [T.] Prifernius P.f. Qui. 
Paetus Memmius Apollinaris (H 3). 

B. Children born before their father was adopted, who refer in their filiation to their 
father's adoptive praenomen: P. Catienus T.f. Serg. Festus, the son of T. Vibius 
Catienus Sabinus (E 3); Lusia M f. Paullina, the daughter of M. Vergilius M.f. Gallus 
Lusius, who was originally an A. Lusius (D 1).Ó 


З Cf. Syme, RP IV 160f. 

4 L. Stertinius Quintilianus ... Q. Cornelius ... Senecio Proculus (K 2) was probably a Spaniard, cf. 
Alfóldy, Konsulat 313; C. Castillo, Tituli 5, 1982, 513f.; cf. AE 1985, 557. 

5 Cf. G. Alföldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 351f. 

6 I have here omitted all cases where the names, but not the filiations of the children are known. 
Some examples from the Catalogue: the Carminii, sons of L. Calventius Vetus Carminius (D 3); Q. 
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C. Children born after their father was adopted referring in the filiation to the father's 
adoptive praenomen: T. Prifernius T.f. Paetus Rosianus Geminus etc., the son of T. 
Prifernius Sex.f. Paetus Rosianus Geminus, etc. (R 1); Domitia Cn.f. Lucilla, the 
daughter of Cn. Domitius Sex.f. Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus adopted by her 
uncle Tullus who was also a Cn. Domitius Sex.f. (I 1). 

There is no problem with group C.: since the father of T. Prifernius T.f Paetus etc., 
probably a Sex. Rosius originally, was obviously already a T. Prifernius Sex.f. Paetus, 
etc., when his son was born, it is only natural that the son should be a Prifernius and call 
himself the son of a Titus. The question is why, of the children of adoptees who were 
(to judge from their nomenclature) born before their fathers were adopted, some refer in 
their filiations to the original, and some to the adoptive praenomen of their fathers. 
Perhaps this has something to do with the age of the children. A Roman's nomenclature, 
including the tribe and the filiation, probably became officially fixed only when his name 
was registered in the census lists after he had reached pubertas and had received the 
toga virilis (cf. Mommsen, Römische Forschungen I 32; T. Wiedemann, Adults and 
Children in the Roman Empire [1989] 113ff.). Therefore, in those cases where sons of 
adoptees give the father's original praenomen in the filiation, I believe this is because 
they were already young men (or even older) when their fathers were adopted. On the 
other hand, children of adoptees born before the adoption, who refer in their filiations to 
the father's adoptive praenomen, would have been minors at the time of the adoption.’ 
Since the adoption affected only the nomenclature of the father, these children did not 
assume their father's adoptive nomenclature, but since the filiation was not yet officially 
fixed they changed it to refer to their father's new praenomen. 

All this seems, of course, much too simple; and it is most probable that things were 
not as clear-cut as our material seems to suggest. For example, if a boy who had not yet 
reached pubertas wished to refer in his filiation to his father's old praenomen even after 
his father had been adopted and changed praenomen, would there have been anyone to 
object? And if, say, a father was adopted by testament, it seems quite possible that even 
children born before the adoption (who in theory were not affected by the adoption at all) 
could begin using a name that included their father's adoptive nomenclature (cf. the 
examples of children inheriting a nomenclature - not necessarily adoptive - consisting of 
at least two nomina from their fathers, below p. 87). Furthermore, there is the problem 
of those adoptees who used more than one praenomen. The children of C. Antius A. 
Iulius Quadratus (G 1) presumably called themselves A.f. even if they were born after 
their father was adopted by a C. Antius. But what of those cases where the original 
praenomen is used only in connection with an abbreviated nomenclature? Was a son, 
born after the adoption of his father, of M. Lollius D.f. D.n. Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus 


Egrilius Plarianus L. M[ --- ], the son of M. Acilius Priscus Egrilius Plarianus (H 5); P. Salvius 
Iulianus, the son of L. Octavius Cornelius P.f. Salvius Iulianus Aemilianus (K 3). Most of these cases 
should probably come under A. above As for Sex. Virius Sex.f. Mercator, son of Sex. Salanius Sex.f. 
Pob. Mandatus Virianus (A 6), Sextus was both the original and the adoptive praenomen of the father. 

7 Note that P. Catienus T.f. Serg. Festus, the son of T. Vibius Catienus Sabinus (E 3), died at the 
age of 11. 
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Saturninus, who was also known as D. Valerius Asiaticus (Н 4), called M f. or D.f.? 
We simply do not know. (Though I would opt for D f. as the filiation.)8 

As for female children, it is possible that, since women's nomenclature was probably 
never officially fixed in the same way as that of men, they always referred in their 
filiations to the paternal praenomen actually in use at the time. But here, too, everything 
is uncertain. 


f) Collocation of additional names 


Sometimes an adoptive nomenclature included items belonging neither to the original nor 
to the adoptive nomenclature. Usually we do not know where these items came from, 
but this problem may be left aside here. What is of interest to us is that our material 
shows that additional items could be placed either between the adoptive and the original 
names or after them at the end of the nomenclature. The first possibility is illustrated by 
the nomenclature of Cn. Domitius Sex.f. Volt. Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus (I 
1). The adoptive father Domitius Afer certainly did not have any further names, and 
though it is in theory possible that Lucanus was called "Titius Marcellus Curvius 
Lucanus" before his adoption, this does not seem very likely. It is surely preferable to 
assume that the item Titius Marcellus (according to Syme [see above] perhaps coming 
from Lucanus' mother) was added at some time, not necessarily at the assumption of the 
adoptive names, to Lucanus' final nomenclature used in the honorary inscription CIL XI 
5210 = ILS 990. The other possibility, namely that additional items were added at the 
end of the nomenclature, is illustrated by L. Fulvius [Rusticus(?) C.(?)] Bruttius 
Praesens etc., cos. 153 and 180 (H 7). It seems to me quite certain that only the names 
preceding the original names Bruttius Praesens in the inscription CIL X 408 = ILS 1117 
=Inscr. It. III 1, 19 are adoptive and that thus all the additional, partly fragmentary, 
names following in the inscription after the original cognomen Praesens were derived 
from relatives (etc.) at some stage. As noted above, we only know the origin of one 
item: [L]aberius Maximus is the name of Praesens' maternal grandfather. 


g) Abbreviated nomenclature 


Men with more than one nomen are attested as early as in the reign of Augustus. The 
earliest examples are, I think, the two Sertorii, decurions in Pisae in AD 4, Q. Sertorius 
Q.f. Atilius Tacitus and Q. Sertorius Q.f. Alpius Pica (CIL XI 1421 = ILS 140)? 


8 Note that a filiation must be restored for the son of Valerius Asiaticus in the fragmentary 
inscriptions IGR IV 960 and I. Ephesos 695B; in both inscriptions only the indication of the great- 
grandfather (A€xpov éxy[óv]o IGR IV 960; similarly the inscription from Ephesus) has been preserved. 
Since these inscriptions were set up during the father's proconsulate of Asia c. AD 108 (the father was 
already a M. Lollius Paullinus, etc., when cos. I in 94 [CIL XVI 38]), and since no offices are given for 
the son, it is quite possible that the son was a young boy at the time, and thus born after his father's 
adoption. | 
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Then there is the notorious consul of AD 13, C. Silius (A.) Caecina Largus (Appendix, 
g 1). Many others follow during the reign of Tiberius and later, some equipped with 
even five or more nomina, not to speak of eventual cognomina belonging to the nomina. 
All this is, of course, well known. But it is also well known that men with a 
nomenclature consisting of two or more nomina usually, for obvious reasons, also had 
an abbreviated name, most often consisting of the tria nomina, a praenomen, a nomen 
and a cognomen. This short name was used in everyday life and, e.g., in such official 
documents as consular lists, etc., while the complete nomenclature was used mainly in 
honorary and funerary inscriptions. Let us now conclude our observations on the 
Catalogue of Adoptions with a synopsis of the abbreviated name forms attested for a 
number of the adoptees in the Catalogue. This will be of some interest, since abbreviated 
names can be used as a clue when interpreting complex nomenclatures, even though, as 
we shall see, no certain rules can be established on the basis of the evidence. Usually the 
paternal, not the adoptive nomen is used in the abbreviated nomenclature; but there are 
some exceptions. (In the following list only the full and the abbreviated names will be 
given; for the evidence see the Catalogue.) 


A. Use of paternal nomen in abbreviated nomenclature 


- (E 3) T. Vibius Catienus Sabinus = T. Catienus Sabinus. 

- (E 4) Q. Aurelius Pactumeius P.f. Fronto = Q. Pactumeius Fronto. 

- (E 5) M. Annius Herennius Pollio (father P. Herennius Pollio) = M. Herennius Pollio. 

- (E 10) P. Palpellius P.f. Clodius Quirinalis = Clodius Quirinalis. 

- (G 1) C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus = A. Iulius Quadratus. 

- (H 1) L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius Galba. 

- (H 2) C. Licinius C.f. Gal. Marinus Voconius Romanus = Voconius Romanus. 

- (Н 3) (T.] Prifernius P.f. Paetus Memmius Apollinaris = Memmius Apollinaris. 

- (H 4) M. Lollius D.f. D.n. Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus Saturninus = D. Valerius 

Asiaticus. 

- (H 6) Q. Planius Sardus Varius Ambibulus = L. Varius Ambibulus. 

- (Н 7) L. Fulvius C.f. [Rusticus(?) C.(?)] Bruttius Praesens etc. = C. Bruttius 

Praesens. 

- (I2) L. Stertinius C.f. Quin[tilianus] Acilius Strabo C. Curiat[(ius Ma]ternus Clodius 

Nummus - C. Clodius Nummus. mE 

- (К 1) C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis Valerius P.f. Festus = C. Valerius Festus. 

- (K 2) L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo Q. Cornelius Rusticus Apronius Senecio 

Proculus = Q. Cornelius Proculus. 

- (К 3) L. Octavius Cornelius P.f. Salvius Iulianus Aemilianus = P. Salvius Iulianus. 
Note also that the short name for T. Prifernius Sex.f. Paetus Rosianus Geminus etc. 

(R 1), who was probably a Sex. Rosius Geminus by birth, is (T.?) Rosianus Geminus 

(but the abbreviated name of this man's son, who inherited most of his father's names, 


3 According to A.R. Marotta d'Agata, Decreta Pisana (Testimonia 5, 1980) 31. 41, Q. Sertorius 
Alpius Pica is identical with the Q. Sertorius Q.f. Pica named in CIL XI 1420 = ILS 139 from AD 2. 
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is T. Prifernius Paetus). 

As for the praenomina used in the abbreviated nomenclature of type A, one notes that 
we have to distinguish between three possibilities: 

l. In the abbreviated nomenclature the adoptive praenomen is combined with the 
original, paternal nomen: T. (Vibius) Catienus Sabinus; Q. (Aurelius) Pactumeius 
Fronto; C. (Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis) Valerius Festus; and so on. 

2. In the abbreviated nomenclature the original praenomen, which also appears in the 
full nomenclature, is retained and combined with the original nomen: (C. Antius) A. 
Iulius Quadratus; (L. Stertinius Quintilianus Acilius Strabo) Q. Cornelius (Rusticus 
Apronius Senecio) Proculus. 

3. In the abbreviated nomenclature the original praenomen, which is dropped from 
the full nomenclature, reappears combined with the original nomen (cf. the note on 
Galba, above, H 1): L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius Galba; M. Lollius 
Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus Saturninus =D. Valerius Asiaticus; and so on. 


B. Use of adoptive nomen in abbreviated nomenclature. 


- (E 2) Sex. Teidius L.f. Valerius Catullus = Sex. Teidius Catullus. 
- (E 6) C. Plinius L.f. Caecilius Secundus - C. Plinius Secundus.10 
- (I 1) Cn. Domitius Sex.f. Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus - Cn. Domitius 
Lucanus. 1! 
- (O 1) L. Bellicius Sollers, originally called Claudius Alpinus. 
- (O 2) (M.) Ummidius Quadratus, natural son of Cn. Claudius Severus. 
Note further that Cn. Sentius Lucilius Gamala Clodianus (F 1) is possibly identical 
with a certain Cn. Sentius Clodianus. 


10 That Pliny called himself Plinius, not Caecilius, is explained (as noted above, Chapter III note 19) 
by Syme (RP V 644; cf. RP VII 550) with a reference to the fact that "Caecilius was common to 
excess". The abbreviated form is attested in the Fasti Ostienses (though it should also be noted - for what 
it is worth - that the manuscripts give Pliny's name in the form C. Plinius in the letter-headings; and 
that Г. WAetviog 72Фсо1нос in IG XIV 1946 = IGR I 332 = IGUR 896 was possibly Pliny's freedman, cf. 
Moretti's comments in IGUR). The editors of the Fasti Ostienses could, however, make mistakes: L. 
Dasumius Tullius Tuscus is called, as consul in 152, [L.] Dasumius Tus[cus] (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 
50), but his abbreviated name was surely L. Tullius Tuscus (see Appendix, a 19). For other examples 
of a "wrong" nomen being used in an abbreviated nomenclature, see Chapter V, note 18 and Appendix, a 
2, 8, 10, 24; b 9. There is some uncertainty about the abbreviated nomenclature of Ti. Catius Caesius 
Fronto (Appendix, a 12). Observe also Ser. Calpurnius Domitius Dexter cos. 225, who is called Ser. 
Calpurnius Dexter in CIL VI 1368 = ILS 1175 = AE 1979, 17 (his funerary inscription) and CIL VI 
1984, but (Ser.) Domitius Dexter in CIL XVI 142 and AE 1906, 124 = G.C. Picard, Castellum 
Dimmidi (1944) 177 no. 1. 

11 Domitius Lucanus, by calling himself, like his brother Domitius Tullus, Domitius, not Curvius, 
"declined to advertise his ‘real name": Syme, RP IV 163. 
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So one sees that, although it seems to have been more common to use the original nomen 
in the abbreviated nomenclature, it was also possible to substitute the adoptive nomen for 
the paternal. However, it seems probable that it was mainly those who were adopted at a 
relatively early age who began to use the adoptive nomen in the short nomenclature, for 
it is hard to see why e.g. a senator who had already held important offices as (say) 
"Claudius Maximus" would have wished, after an adoption, to be known as (say) 
"Iulius Bassus" during the later stages of his career (I do not think that the consul Caepio 
Hispo is identical with the proconsul of Asia, Tettienus Severus; Appendix, f 13). Of 
Pliny we know that he was only seventeen at the time when he was adopted (epist. 
5,20,5); and the Domitii had at the time of their adoption in 59 hardly passed the initial 
stages of their senatorial careers (G. Di Vita-Evrard, in: L'Africa Romana IV 2, 513, 
suggests that the elder brother Lucanus was born between AD 32 and 35; but the 
"traditional" dates for the consulates and the other offices of the Domitii may be too 
early, cf. M. Heil, Chiron 19, 1989, 179ff.). The adoption of Valerius Catullus seems to 
have taken place after the birth of his son; but he need not have been more than in his 
early twenties at the time. It is not possible to say when the other adoptees who used the 
adoptive nomen in the abbreviated nomenclature were adopted; but Claudius Alpinus 
was, as we have seen, surely not yet prefect of a cohort when he was taken in adoption, 
after which he was known as "Bellicius Sollers". | 

But of course even those who were adopted at an early age could also continue to use 
the original nomen as the main nomen, and so one wonders what reasons those who 
preferred to use the adoptive nomen might have had for doing so (that the nature of the 
adoption - regular or testamentary - has nothing to do with it, is evident). However, 
everything must remain uncertain. If Pliny called himself Plinius rather than Caecilius 
because Caecilius was so common (see note 10), why should the Domitii have called 
themselves Domitius instead of Curvius? Domitius was common, too. And it is hard 
to see how a name like Sex. Teidius Catullus could have sounded better than Sex. 
Valerius Catullus. I much doubt whether the Romans thought about such things as the 
frequency or the (presumed) prestige of a name, and so it seems better to look for 
explanations on somewhat other lines. With a little imagination, one might think that 
Pliny, for example, preferred the nomen Plinius because he wanted to establish a link 
between himself and and his uncle in the eyes of his fellow citizens, his uncle being a 
distinguished administrator and an author of some importance (whereas the Caecilii were 
only local notables in Comum). And the two Domitii, inheritors of Domitius Afer's brick 
works, may have thought it better to be known under the name Domitius because it was 
well established in the brick industry. (But it is surely best not to speculate on these 
questions, for which no certain answers can be found.) 
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V NOTES ON NON-ADOPTIVE NOMENCLATURE 


As we have seen, many types of names are attested as adoptive during the Empire. The 
same types are, however, also often attested as non-adoptive. This chapter will deal with 
this latter problem. Most of the name types noted in the Catalogue of Adoptions will, 
however, not be considered, since many of them were in fact more often non-adoptive 
than adoptive. (It is, e.g., a well-known fact that cognomina in -ianus, if not formed 
from cognomina,! were at least during the Empire often formed from the maternal 
nomen; thus the most probable explanation for names like "C. Iulius Claudianus" or "C. 
Iulius Rufus Claudianus" is normally - when nothing else but the name is known - that 
we are dealing with sons of Claudiae, not with Claudii adopted by Iulii.2) Instead, 
only the two most important name types will be taken into consideration here, namely the 
nomenclature consisting of a praenomen, two nomina and a cognomen (C. Plinius 
Caecilius Secundus, etc.), and the nomenclature consisting of two or more nomina with 
a cognomen (or cognomina) attached to each of them (M. Lollius Paullinus Valerius 
Asiaticus Saturninus, etc.). 


а) Non-adoptive names of the type P + N + N + C (with variations) 


We have seen that this name type is often attested for adoptees, in whose nomenclature 
tho original nomen usually followed the adoptive one. But there are many other 
explanations for this name type. In some cases the second nomen is derived from a 
cognomen.? Some freedmen had two nomina, either because their patrons had two 


І Cf. Frontinianus (D. Fonteius Frontinianus etc., cos. c. 162 [PIR* F 472], probably the son of D. 
Fonteius Fronto, proconsul of Asia in 165 [AE 1978, 788]), Hastianus (Ninnii Hastae and Hastiani 
PIR2 N 100-102), Longinianus (AE 1935, 93, father Longinus, son Longinianus), Maximianus 
(Inscr. It. X 1 69, mother Maximilla, son Maximianus), Sabinianus, Severianus, etc. 

2 L. Sestius P.f. Alb(anianus) Quirinalis cos. 23 BC was the son of an Albania (for the mother's 
nomen cf. D.R. Shackleton Bailey, HSCP 92, 1989, 213ff.), T. Flavius Vespasianus, the emperor, the 
son of a Vespasia (Suet. Vesp. 1,4). Other examples among senators: C. Salvius Vitellianus, the son of 
the consul C. Salvius Liberalis and a Vitellia (ILS 1012); Ser. Cornelius Dolabella Petronianus cos. 86, 
the son of a Petronia (cf. Tac. hist. 2,64,1 and PIR? C 1347). Inscriptions offer numerous examples 
among the plebs; e.g. (to give only examples in CIL VI) CIL VI 1840. 10984. 13505. 16605. 16750. 
17225. 18337. 18528. 20973. 22363a. 23298. 25514. 26808. 27986. 37899. But cognomina in -ianus 
formed from nomina could also be derived from other names than that of the mother; this is clear from 
many inscriptions where at least one child and both parents are named, e.g. CIL VI 3552: father Ael. 
Lucilianus, mother Iul. Honorata, son Ael. Flavianus. Other examples: CIL VI 18870. 20124. 20438. 
23276. 32278. 34158. CIL X 2315. 3070. 4620. CIL XI 4757a. 6023. CIL XIV 333. 1029. 1641. It 
seems that in most cases it is better to assume that these cognomina were derived from names of 
relatives or friends (etc.) than to interpret them as adoptive. 

3 However, this nomenclature is, as far as I can see, only attested for women: note e.g. Vibia Maria 
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nomina and they took over both of them when manumitted;* or because they were 
manumitted by a couple and took over both the nomen of the husband and that of the 
wife;? or because, in the case of imperial freedmen, they took over two nomina used 
by members of the imperial family.Ó In and after 212, the date of the constitutio 
Antoniniana, many citizens added Aurelius, the nomen of the reigning emperor 
Caracalla, to their original nomenclature,’ but something similar may also have 
occurred earlier, t00.8 It has further been assumed that some provincial new citizens 
might have combined the reigning emperor's nomen with that of some other Roman 
active in the province.? But these are rather marginal cases; besides adoption the most 


Maxima, daughter of the procurator of Sardinia P. Vibius P.f. Marianus from Dertona (CIL VI 1636 = 
ILS 1361, cf. E. Equini Schneider, La "Tomba di Nerone" sulla Via Cassia [1984] 45ff.; third century); 
Sextilia Clodia Fadianilla, daughter of the decurio L. Sextilius Felix Clodianus (ILAfr. 512, AD 228). 

4 The freedmen of M. Aurelius Iulius Emeritus eq. R. are called Aureli Iuli Maximus et Fidelis 
(CIL XI 6120); L. Allidius Satrien(us) Nymphodotus is the freedman of a certain L. Allidius 
Postumianus Satrienus Fabatus (AE 1982, 683, Nemausus). And note C. Bellic(i)us Calpurnius 
Apolaustus (CIL XV 7417) and C. Iulius Erucius Geminus, lictor III decuriarum (P. Brandizzi Vittucci, 
La collezione Lanza nella tenuta di Falcognana [1983] 75f. no.186), who seem to have had something to 
do with the consuls C. Bellic(i)us Calpurnius Torquatus (PIR? B 97 cf. 98) and C. Iulius Erucius Clarus 
(PIR2 E 97; Appendix, a 26), respectively. For M. Gavius Cornelius Agathemer Avenianus (CIL V 
3382 = ILS 8068) see Appendix, note 31. 

5 L. Valerius Aelius Severus is the freedman of L. Valerius Celerinus and Aelia Thallusa (AE 1966, 
184, Munigua, Baetica); Reius Aristius Primitivus was manumitted by Aristia Filete, who was married 
to Reius Hermes (CIL XII 227). As for women, there is Fabia Aufidia Piste, liberta of A. Fabius A.lib. 
Marcellus, who was married to Aufidia Olympias (CIL VI 17543). 

6 M. Septimius Aurelius Agrippa M. Aureli Antonini Pii Felicis Aug. lib. (IRT 606) combined 
Caracalla's nomen Aurelius with that of his patron's father Septimius Severus; see H. Chantraine, 
Freigelassene und Sklaven im Dienst der róm. Kaiser (1967) 96ff., with other examples. 

7 Cf. J.F. Gilliam, Dura Rosters and the Constitutio Antoniniana, Historia 14, 1965, 74ff. = Id., 
Roman Army Papers (1986) 289ff.; H. Wolff, Die Constitytio Antoniniana (Diss. Köln 1976) 13ff. 

8 Note P. Aelius Vibullius Rufus, archon in Athens in the 140's (for whom see M. Woloch, Roman 
Citizenship and the Athenian Elite [21989] 121; P. Aelius Flavius Apollonius, archiprytanis for the 
third time at Miletus in 119, IM 15, 1965, 119 no. 2; and P. Aelius Otacilius Moschus from Pergamum 
in the most probably Hadrianic inscription IGR IV 479; all seem to have prefixed the Hadrianic item P. 
Aelius to their original names at some time after the accession to the throne of the emperor. There is 
also Q. Aelius Egrilius Euaretus philosophus, amicus Salvi Iuliani (CIL XIII 8159 = ILS 7776), who 
may, according to E. Groag, have taken over the names of the senator Q. Egrilius Plarianus (see PIR E 
49); if so, the item Aelius may refer to Hadrian or Pius (E. Champlin, Fronto and Antonine Rome 
(1980] 153 note 28, thinks that the nomen should be corrected in Acilius, but this does not seem 
probable). 

9 See J.P. Rey-Coquais, AAS 23, 1973, 66 (cf. J.C. Balty, JRS 78, 1988, 93) on the nomenclature 
of the two T. Flavii Appii, Heracleides and Sopatros from Apamea, Syria. Note also Aoox1og AbpnAtog 
Tapovttifvos Anuntpros (a new citizen, originally called Anuntpios Anuntpiov), SEG XXVIII 1255 = 
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usual explanation for the name type P + N + N + C is that one of the nomina, usually the 
second one, is maternal. Let us look at the evidence. 


1. Maternal nomen follows paternal 


This is the usual collocation of the mother's nomen; the inscriptions offer numerous 
examples of this type of name. Some instances: CIL VI 17116, parents C. Salvius 
Eutyches and Egnatia C.l. Firma, son C. Salvius Egnatius Firmus (but the son is called 
C. Salvius Cosmus Egnatius Firmus and designated as alumnus, not filius in CIL VI 
25823; cf. below p. 77); AE 1968, 29 (Rome, with a reference to the legio II Italica 
founded by Marcus Aurelius), parents Q. Otacilius Successus and Munatia Philtate, son 
Q. Otacilius Munatius Felix equ. Rom.); CIL XIV 3628 - Inscr. It. IV 1, 158, parents 
L. Graecius Constans and Numitoria C.f. Moschis, son L. Graecius Numitorius 
C(onstans); CIL X 4802, parents Bebenius Pastorinus and Licinia Felicissima, son T. 
Bebenius Licinius Pastorinus; AE 1980, 506 (Aquileia), parents M. Licinius Philocal(us) 
and Baburia Clementiane, son M. Licinius Baburius Philocalus; IG X 2,1, 483 (AD 
162/3), parents К. КолкіЛлос Kóopog and "PovotuaA(o IIQAXo, son K. KatktAtoq 
"РоостікіАлос Koopíov.lÜ Note also Ti. Claudius qui et M. Valerius Claudianus 


G. Dagron - D. Feissel, Inscr. de Cilicie (1987) 87, cf. M. Christol - S. Demougin, ZPE 74, 1988, 
14ff., whose Roman nomenclature seems to be a combination of the names of the emperor Verus and of 
P. Taruttienus Paternus, ab epistulis under Marcus and praetorian prefect under Commodus (professor 
Birley suggests to me that Paternus could have been in the east on Verus' staff, or that he could have 
been procurator of Cilicia). 

10 Further examples: CIL VI 1889, mother Pompeia Pia, son T. Petronius Pompeius Chresimus, 
lictor curiatius, CIL VI 11751. 36422; AE 1981, 238 (Beneventum, third century), mother Concordia 
Prima, son C. Umbrius C.f. Stel. Concordius Secundus; CIL XI 2914a; ILS 9093 = Vorbeck, 
Militärinschr. aus Camuntum 12; AE 1973, 739 (Dyrrhachium); AE 1931, 56 (Africa); IG X 2,1, 495; 
I. Kios 29; SEG XXXVII 544 (Beroea). Cf. also ICVR 12897 (but see H. Solin, GGA 229, 1977,91) = 
AE 1977, 97: L. Pomp. Motilius Alexander, an alumnus of L. Pomp. Ascanius and Motilia 
Alexandria; CIL VI 35037: A. Cornelius Pumidius Magnus, whose nutrix is a Pumidia Attica. Note 
further that it is also attested that only one son took over the maternal nomen (the sons of the 
quattuorvir L. Calidius L.f. Stel. Nigrinus in CIL XI 5175, who was married to a Varia, are called L. 
Calidius L.f. Stel. Nigrinus and L. Calidius L.f. Ste. Var(ius] Quintianus; other pairs of brothers of 
whom one has an additional nomen: CIL VI 20256. XI 239. 1523 (= Inscr. It. VII 1, 112); AE 1942/3, 
39); and that one of two brothers, who both use the maternal nomen in addition to the paternal one, has 
added a third nomen of unknown origin to his nomenclature (the sons of C. Caelius Donatus and Bassaea 
Ianuaria in CIL IX 1640f. = ILS 6494f. [third century] are called C. Caelius C.f. St. Bassaeus Donatus 
and C. Caelius C.f. St. Bassaeus Procilius Faustinus). Examples of women with two nomina, the 
second being maternal: CIL VI 24357, parents M. Rasinius Hermadio and Iabolina Sempronia, daughter 
Rasinia Iabolena Kapitolina; Claudia Caninia Severa (RE Suppl. XIV 103 no.412; perhaps identical 
with Cl. Severa in I. Ephesos 956), the daughter (cf. I. Ephesos 648. 892) of Ti. Claudius Severus, the 
first consul from Ephesus (RE Suppl. XIV 102 no. 349a; late second / early third century), who was 
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named in CIL XIV 816, who was obviously the son of a Valeria (since his a(v)unculus 
was a certain Valerius Fuscus). That much for the plebs; let us now have a look at the 
evidence for this kind of nomenclature among the upper classes. 

1. The earliest certain example is, as far as I can see,!! L. Vitrasius Ennius Aequus, 
the son of L. Vitrasius L.f. Pob. Flamininus cos. 122 (CIL XVI 69) from Cales and of 
his wife Ennia M.fil. Aequa. The full name of the son is given in the inscription CIL X 
3870 + 4414 cf. G. Camodeca, Tituli 4, 1982, 529-31 (where he is named along with 
his father), the parents are named together in CIL X 4123 cf. Camodeca, ibid. 531f. The 
abbreviated nomenclature of the son was L. Vitrasius Aequus: cf. CIL VI 2076,15 
(where the correct reading is Аедии[5], not Aequi[-], cf. Camodeca, ibid. 531 note 
10bis); EE VIII 532. 

2. App. Annius Atilius Bradua (PIR2 A 636), cos. ord. 160. A brother of Appia 
Annia Regilla Atilia Caucidia Tertulla (PFOS no.66), the wife of Herodes Atticus 
(Philostr. v. soph. 2,1,8), and thus, like Regilla, a grandson of M. Atilius Bradua cos. 
108.12 This means that his father App. Annius Gallus cos. ?139 (PIR? A 654) had 
married an Atilia, daughter of Atilius Bradua. In the abbreviated nomenclature of the 
consul of 160, the maternal nomen was dropped, cf. CIL VI 162, where he is called, as 
consul, Appius Annius Bradua (the complete nomenclature is attested in CIL VI 2896 = 
ILS 2109; CIL XIII 1751 = ILS 4131; RMD 105). The App. Annii came from Iguvium, 


married (cf. I. Ephesos 892) to Caninia Gargonilla (PFOS no.188). For M. Cl. Caninius Severus (IG 
XII 1, 95) see below note 13. 

11 But note C. Vitorius Hosidius Geta, frater Arvalis in AD 119-120 (CIL VI 2079. 2080) who is 
certainly identical with Geta, the son of M. Vitorius Marcellus (cos. 105) and whose name is usually and 
probably correctly explained by assuming that his father had, married a daughter of C. Hosidius Geta 
PIR? H 217. Cf., e.g., R. Hanslik, RE Suppl. IX 1744 no.1 (cf. W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 930); Birley, 
Fasti 223; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 357; Salomies, Vornamen 251; J. Scheid, Le collége des fréres 
Arvales (1990) 53. (The Hosidii came from Histonium, the Vitorii from near Teate.) Note that this man 
seems to have inherited only one name, his first nomen, from his father (on his praenomen see below 
note 24), and that his abbreviated nomenclature was somewhat surprisingly C. Hosidius Geta (thus CIL 
VI 2080, line 42; Hosidius Geta ibid. line 43; and Geta's calator was a certain Hosidius Achilleus, 
ibid. line 58). According to Syme, RP III 1160. 1306, this Geta should be identified with the senator M. 
Vitorius M.f. Alm. Сеа in ILS 7190, but this does not seem plausible. Observe further C. Bellicius 
Calpurnius [T]orquatus cos., CIL XII 1853 (PIR? B 98), who seems to have been a son of 'Ap[pía] 
Topx[ov]atov O[v]y&tnp KaAn[ovpvia, BeA]Aıkod Tnßlavıavod yov], АЕ 1937, 6 = IG ИЛИ? p. 
351 no.3548a (PFOS no.98), though in this case Calpurnia is the mother's cognomen, not her nomen. 
There is also Corellius Pansa, cos. ord. 122 (PIR2 C 1293), of whom it has been assumed that he was 
the son of L. Neratius Marcellus (cos. 95) and Corellia Hispulla, and that his full name was "L. Neratius 
Corellius Pansa" (see PIR? N 50, with references to earlier literature; and Syme, RP VII 595f.; A.R. 
Birley, ZPE 88, 1991, 99f. note 59). One would, however, like to have more evidence on the identity 
and nomenclature of the consul of 122. (For the alleged "Neratiolus" see the Appendix, g 4.) 

12 cf. I. Olympia 620 = ILS 8824a = R. Bol, Das Statuenprogramm des Herodes-Atticus- 
Nympháeums (Olymp. Forsch. 15, 1984) no.11, where M. Atilius ('Аллл1ос by mistake on the 
inscription; cf. Appendix, note 48) Bradua is designated as o Pn[ytAAns тр]дс untpóg nannoc. 
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cf. L. Sensi, Tituli 5, 1982, 268. 

3. M. Antonius Antius Lupus, a patrician senator of praetorian status, killed by 
Commodus (CIL VI 1343 = ILS 1127; HA Comm. 7,5; PIR? A 812). Certainly a son of 
the couple M. Antonius Zeno (probably not the consul of 148 but his son, proconsul of 
Africa in 183/4 or 184/5 [Leunissen 215]) and Antia L.[f.] Marcellina named in CIL VI 
36848, especially since his own daughter is also called Antia Marcellina (ILS 1127). 
This man seems to have used the maternal, not the paternal nomen in the abbreviated 
nomenclature, not only because he is called Antius Lupus in the HA (which in itself 
does not mean much), but also because his daughter is an Antia, not an Antonia. 

4. C. Annius C.f. Arminius Donatus, clarissimus puer, from Thamugadi (PIR? A 
634), the son (cf. CIL VIII 17899 and AE 1969/70, 705) of the equestrian C. Annius 
Flavianus (PIR2 A 647; Pflaum, Carriéres no. 202; AE 1969/70, 704: late second 
century), who was married to an Arminia Paulina c.f. (Pflaum, Carriéres p. 545; PFOS 
no. 91). 

5. T. Flavius Vedius Antoninus from Ephesus, consul and proconsul of Africa under 
the Severans (PIR? F 392), a son of T. Flavius Damianus (PIR? F 253) and Vedia 
Phaedrina (PFOS no. 784), cf. I. Ephesos 3081. All four names are given in I. Ephesos 
3084-5, the abbreviated nomenclature Flavius Antoninus in ILS 8836 = I. Tralleis und 
Nysa 54. 

6. T. Licinius Cl(audius) Hierocles (PIR? L 182), a son of T. Licinius Hierocles, 
procurator of Mauretania Caesariensis in 227 (PIR? L 202) and of Claudia Nerviana 
(CIL VIII 20996 = ILS 1356; AE 1966, 596). The full name is given in AE 1931, 39; in 
ILS 1356 and in AE 1966, 596 he is called Licinius Hierocles.1? 

The following names bear much resemblance to the type P + N +N + Cin that the 
maternal nomen follows immediately on the paternal, but in these names one or more 
additional items are included. 

7. C. Iulius Plancius Varus Cornutus, a senator from Perge (PIR? I 470). The full 
name is known from CIL XIV 2925 = ILS 1024 and from the inscriptions from Perge, 
AE 1965, 208 and EA 11, 1988, 132f. no. 57. It has been thought that he should be 
identified with a certain C. Plancius Varus who, according to AE 1965, 212 and EA 11, 
1988, 119f. no. 28, was a brother of Plancia M.f. Magna (known from many 
inscriptions from Perge, cf. EA 11, 1988, 119ff.; PFOS no.609), the daughter of M. 
Plancius Varus, proconsul of Pontus-Bithynia in the time of Vespasian (RE XX 2015. 
Suppl. XIV 385 Plancius 5), and that he had been adopted by the consular colleague (in 
AD 100) of Pliny, C. Iulius Cornutus Tertullus, to whom he set up the inscription CIL 


13 It is often assumed that M. Claudius Caninius Severus (PIR? C 824), known from IG XII 1, 95a.b 
= IGR IV 1127a.b (Rhodes), was a son of Ti. Claudius Severus (from Ephesus, consul in the Severan 
period) and Caninia Gargonilla (cf. above note 10; thus e.g. W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 102; H. Halfmann, 
Tituli 5, 1982, 628; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 180). This is possible, but perhaps not absolutely certain, 
for this man is not qualified as a senator and he is a Marcus, not, as one would expect, a Tiberius; and he 
may even have been the son of a Marcus (cf. IG XII 1, 95b, line 7), which would, of course, exclude the 
possibility that Ti. Claudius Severus was his father. 
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XIV 2925 ex testamento.1^ But it is now known that Plancia Magna was married to C. 
Iulius Cornutus Tertullus, and that C. Iulius Plancius Varus Cornutus was their son (cf. 
the unpublished inscriptions referred to by R. Merkelbach and S. Sahin in EA 11, 1988, 
114. 120). Accordingly C. Plancius Varus (cf. above) is not identical with our man, but 
is his uncle. 

8. Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus, cos. ord. 149 (RE XXI 2290 no. 118), a son (see, 
e.g., ILS 1105) of Q. Pompeius Falco cos. suff. 108, who was married to Sosia Polla, 
a daughter of Q. Sosius Senecio cos. ord. 99, II 107.15 I did not mention the consul of 
149 above among the other senators and knights with the nomenclature P + N +N + С, 
since he did in fact have many more names (collocated in the complete nomenclature 
between Pompeius and Sosius) than the four given above.!6 But usually, if more than 
just the tria nomina are used of him, he is referred to as Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus 
(see ILS 1105. 1106; AE 1935, 26. 1971, 33). For his somewhat surprising abbreviated 
nomenclature Q. Sosius Priscus see below. 

9. M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus Manlius Carbo from Brixia, consul probably in the 
time of Commodus (PIR? N 115). The full name is given in Inscr. It. X 5, 131, in other 
inscriptions he is called M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus or simply Mucianus (see PIR). 
Now, there was another Nonius from Brixia, M. Nonius Macrinus cos. 154 (PIR2 N 
140), who was married to an Arria (CIL V 4864 = ILS 3986 = Inscr. It. X 5, 1026), 
and there can be no real doubt that scholars are right in assuming that our man is a son of 
this couple.!? His abbreviated nomenclature is not attested, but note that that of his son, 
M. Nonius M.f. Pob. Arrius Mucianus, cos. ord. 201 (PIR? N 114) was M. Nonius 
Mucianus.19 Where the item Manlius Carbo came from is not known. 


14 Thus S. Jameson, JRS 55, 1965, 54f. and many others. As for C. Iulius Cornutus Tertullus, it has 
been suggested that he, too, had the names Plancius Varus, to be restored, between P.f. Hor. and 
Cornuto, in the lacuna in CIL XIV 2925 = ILS 1024 (Syme, RP II 478. 788; accepted e.g. by Pflaum, 
Narbonnaise 13). But the new evidence from Perge (cf. below) rules this out. Corbier, Aerarium 131, 
quite plausibly thinks that Cornutus Tertullus may have been the natural son of a Publius whose nomen 
is unknown, and the adoptive son of C. Iulius Cornutus, known from inscriptions from Perge from the 
time of Nero (IGR III 789. 792, cf. EA 11, 1988, 113-5 nos. 18-21). Cf. above p. 51. 

15 Sosia Polla's (PFOS no.723) husband and father are mentioned together with her in IGR IV 779f., 
the husband also in CIL III 7163 = ILS 1037. 

16 See CIL VI 31753 (with the comments of Pflaum, Sodales Antoniniani 12ff.) and AE 1966, 115 
(with Pflaum, Scripta Varia II 322ff.; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 257). Both the father and the son of 
the consul of 149 also had long names (for the father, Q. Pompeius Falco cos. 108, see Appendix, e 10; 
for the son, cos. ord. 169, known as the Roman with the longest attested name, see below note 27). 

17 A. Garzetti, Athenaeum 55, 1977, 175ff. and Inscr. It. X 5, p. 81; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 348; 
L. Vidman, PIR2 N 115; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 111; G.L. Gregori, Brescia romana I (1990) 129, 
Nonius no. 005. 

18 See CIL VI 1603 (= ILS 1346). 2129; CIL XIV 4560; the praenomen is omitted in CIL XV 7363. 
(It is by mistake that the consul of 201 is called M. Arrius Mucianus in AE 1922, 53 from Africa.) 
Note, by the way, that the information given in PIR? N 114 on the full name of the consul is 
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10. C. Taerellius Fufidius Annius Ravus C.fil. Ouf. Pollittianus (CIL VI 1365 = 
ILS 1160), a senator of the early third century (PIR? C 157), beyond any reasonable 
doubt a son of the senator C. Caerellius Sabinus (PIR? C 161)19 who was married to a 
Fufidia Pollitta (cf. CIL III 1074-76 = ILS 3085-87). The item Annius Ravus surely 
comes from L. Annius Ravus, a senator of the time of Commodus (PIR? A 684), though 
the connection between him and the Caerellii remains unknown. The abbreviated 
nomenclature of our man was C. Caerellius Pollittianus, for he is surely identical with 
the proconsul of Macedonia of this name known from the inscriptions CIL VI 1366. 
1367 = ILS 1161 (PIR2C 159; see now Leunissen 303f.). 

11. L. Clodius Tineius Pupienus Bassus c.i., curio, AE 1945, 22 (Rome; RE 
Suppl. XIV 104 no.58a). Son of a Tineia, since the inscription was put up by Tineius 
Eubulus lib. matris ipsius. The clarissimus iuvenis seems to have had something to do 
with the emperor M. Clodius Pupienus Maximus and his family; cf. Dietz, Senatus 
contra principem 132. 

12. C. Vibius Afinius Gallus Veldumnianus Volusianus, the emperor (RE VIIIA 
1996f. no. 65), the son of the emperor C. Vibius Trebonianus Gallus from Perusia, who 
was, according to CIL XI 1927 = ILS 527, married to Айша M.f. Gemina Baebiana 
cl f. (PIR? A 439).20 


2. Maternal nomen precedes paternal 


Though the collocation of the mother's nomen in front of that of the father was not as 
usual as the opposite order of the names, there are some examples of the maternal nomen 
coming first in male names; perhaps this type of nomenclature was more typical of 
women, for it seems to be fairly well attested among senatorial and other women: cf. 
e.g. Rufria Ovinia Corneliana (PIR? О 192), the daughter (cf. CIL II 4126 = I. Tarraco 
144) of L. Ovinius L.f. Rusticus Cornelianus, cos. desig. of about Severan date (PIR? 
О 190), who was married to Rufria L.f. Secundilla (AE 1935, 21 from Minturnae).2! 


incomplete and misleading. 

19 Caerellius Sabinus was legate of the legio XIII Gemina in 182/3 - 185 (Leunissen 342) and 
afterwards governor of Raetia (IDR III 3, 244). The Caerellii probably came from Aquinum, cf. E. 
Rawson, Athenaeum 57, 1979, 462-4. 

20 Cf. also above note 10 on C. Caelius C.f. St. Bassaeus Procilius Faustinus (ILS 6495). 

21 Other examples: CIL X 2717, parents M. Caecilius Caecilianus and Maria L.fil. Procilla, daughter 
Maria Caecilia Procilla; NSA 1919, 352 no. 91 (Rome), parents A. Plautius Zosimus and Pontia 
Victoria, daughter Pontia Plautia A.f. Fortunata (the son Pontius Lucrio was possibly born when Pontia 
Victoria was not yet married to Plautius Zosimus); Claudia Papia Netonia Insteia Praenestina 
c(larissima) p(uella) (PIR2 C 1111), the daughter of the Severan senator L. Insteius L.[f.] Hor. 
Flaccianus (PIR2 I 33) and of his wife, Tib. Claudia Camilia Alfidia Celonis(?) c.f. (PFOS no.230), 
CIL VI 31652 (the nomina inserted between the maternal and the paternal ones are of unknown origin). 
Note also Albia Terentia (the full name is given by Suetonius, Otho 1,8), the mother of the emperor 
Otho, who was probably the daughter of the senator Q. Terentius Culleo who was married to an Albia 
(cf. CIL VI 4483a.b = ILS 7883 and Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 43f.; this is, of course, a special case, 
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As for men, whose nomenclature is our main concern, let us again begin with examples 
taken from inscriptions naming members of the plebs. I can find only two: CIL VI 
15845, parents Q. Maevius Aglaus and Clodia Spes, son Clodius Maevius Aglaus; CIL 
VIII 5064 = ILAlg. I 1810, parents C. Petteius Saturninus and Iulia Festa, son M. Iul. 
Petteius Saturninus (abbreviated nomenclature: Petteius Saturninus, cf. ibid. Iulia 
Rogata ... Petei Saturnini uxor).2 The examples from among the upper classes are the 
following: 

1. T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio, salius Palatinus from AD 170 (CIL VI 1978 = ILS 
5024; RE IXA 419 no.9). Annia Fundania Faustina (short name: Fundania Faustina, cf. 
CIL XV 520), a cousin of the emperor Marcus (PFOS no.60) was married to T. 
(Pomponius Proculus) Vitrasius Pollio cos. II ord. 176 (for this man see below p. 79), 
and it is certain that the salius is a son of the couple. 

2. C. Neratius Fufidius Annianus (CIL IX 2452 = ILS 1131), C. Neratius Fufidius 
Atticus (CIL IX 2453; AE 1978, 288) and C. Neratius Fufidius Priscus (CIL IX 2451 = 
ILS 1132; PIR? F 501. 504. 506), described as sons of Fufidius Atticus c.v., q. des. 
(c.v., cos. in CIL IX 2453) and as grandsons of Neratius Priscus cos. (PIR? N 57) in 
their respective inscriptions. This C. Fufidius Atticus (PIR? F 503), consul of uncertain, 
but probably about Severan date, was married to a Neratia Marullina (CIL IX 2450 = 
ILS 1130). 

3. M. Pomponius Maecius Probus, the son of M. Maecius Probus v.c., cos., and 
of Pomponia Arria, CIL II 4124 = I. Tarraco 142. Our man is almost certainly (as 
assumed e.g. in PIR? M 60 and by Leunissen 374) identical with M. Maecius Probus 
cos. ord. 228.23 

For an example from the Greek east, in which, however, a praenomen is collocated 
between the two nomina, note the senator T. Sallustius T. Flavius (Sanctus [cf. below]) 
Athenagoras, the son of the procurator T. Flavius Athenagoras Agathus and Sallustia 
Frontina (MAMA VIII 517b from Aphrodisias, late second / early third century). In 


since the name Terentia seems to have been used as a cognomen). There are also many somewhat 
uncertain cases. Attia Cervidia Vestina (thus CIL VI 1422 = ILS 1171; called Cervidia Q f. Vestina in 
CIL XIII 1801 = ILS 1172a; PFOS no. 208), the wife of the senator Fulvius Aemilianus (late second 
century), was almost certainly the daughter of the jurist Q. Cervidius Q.f. Arn. Scaevola (PIR? C 681; 
AE 1971, 534), who may well have married an Attia (Vestina?) from Nemausus (cf. now E. Champlin, 
ZPE 69, 1987, 204-6). M. Fl(avius) Quir. Drusianus v.em. (PIR? F 260; attested in 204) may have 
been married to an Aelia (her cognomen was Virbiana, cf. CIL VI 32329, 27), since his daughter is an 
Aelia Flavia M.filia Drusiana c.f. (CIL VI 1414). 

22 In this case, where the son has a praenomen differing from that of the father, one might, however, 
also assume that the son had been adopted by a M. Iulius, possibly a relative of the mother. (But see 
also note 24.) 

23 M. Le Glay (Tituli 5, 1982, 775) does not say anything about an eventual consulship of the son and 
thus apparently disagrees with the identification. The tria nomina of the consul of 228 are given in CIL 
XIV 4562, 6 and RMD 132. Note that the information supplied in PIR? M 60 on the evidence for the 


consulate is by no means exhaustive. 
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MAMA VII 517a the same man is called both Flavius Athenagoras and Titus 
[S]allustius Sanctus Ath[en]agoras. (Halfmann, Senatoren 170 no. 85 and 86, thinks 
that the procurator had two sons, (T.) Flavius Athenagoras and T. Sallustius Sanctus 
Athenagoras, but both in MAMA VIII 517a and in 517b only one son is referred to, and 
517b in any case shows that the son had two nomina.) 

Observe further the second part of the nomenclature of P. Iuventius Celsus T. 
Aufidius Hoenius Severianus (cos. II ord. 129), where the praenomen Titus probably 
belongs to the nomen Hoenius, not to Aufidius, so that this item may have been 
inherited from the son of a T. Hoenius and of an Aufidia (see Appendix, f 17). As for 
the senator from Vicetia, known from CIL V 3117 z ILS 968, whose nomenclature has 
been reconstructed as /. Salonius . f. Men.] Ma[tid]ius [ --- ] by G. Alfóldy, ZPE 39, 
1980, 255ff. (cf. Id., Tituli 5, 1982, 339), who was the son of a Salonia (and surely the 
father of C. Salonius Matidius Patruinus = C. Matidius Patruinus, an Arvalis in AD 
78, RE Suppl. XV 131), it is possible that this man, too, used the maternal nomen as his 
first nomen, but since we know neither his praenomen nor that of his father Matidius, it 
seems equally possible to assume that he was a Matidius adopted by a Salonius related to 
his mother. His main nomen was in any case surely Matidius, cf. the nomenclature of 
his son. 


3. Conclusions, with notes on nomina not inherited from the mother 


The evidence enumerated above makes it clear enough that the name type which included 
the sequence N + N, where one of the nomina was maternal, was not altogether 
uncommon during the Empire, and that the maternal nomen could be collocated either in 
front of or, more often, after the paternal nomen. The evidence further shows that the 
use of the maternal nomen normally had no effect on the praenomen, and that the 
praenomen used in these cases was the one inherited from the father and belonging 
together with the paternal nomen.24 This means that when the maternal nomen was 
placed in front of the paternal, the praenomen and nomen which belonged together were 
"cut off" from each other: thus, e.g., T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio, a son of T. 
Vitrasius Pollio cos. II ord. 176. 

As for the abbreviated nomenclature, one may note that in many of the cases given 
above, in which a short name is attested along with the full nomenclature, it is the 
maternal nomen that is dropped, regardless of the relative order of the two nomina; thus 
L. Vitrasius Ennius Aequus - L. Vitrasius Aequus, and, on the other hand, M. 


24 Note, however, C. Vitorius Hosidius Geta (above, note 11), most probably the son of a Hosidia; he 
seems to have inherited not only the second nomen and the cognomen, but also the praenomen, from his 
supposed maternal grandfather C. Hosidius Geta PIR? H 217 (cf. Vornamen 251). There is also M. Iul. 
Petteius Saturninus, the son of a C. Petteius Saturninus and a Iulia, cf. above; the difference in the 
praenomina could justify the suspicion that the son had in fact been adopted by a M. Iulius (see above 
note 22). But especially in Africa it was quite usual that sons had praenomina different from those of 
their fathers, cf. Vornamen 362ff. 
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Pomponius Maecius Probus = M. Maecius Probus. But this was not a rigid rule: M. 
Antonius Antius Lupus’ short name was apparently (M.) Antius Lupus, C. Vitorius 
Hosidius Geta's (whose mother was probably an Hosidia) was C. Hosidius Geta (see 
above note 11). Then there is L. Titius Plautius Aquilinus cos. ord. 162 (discussed in 
the Appendix, a 22), in whose abbreviated nomenclature the nomen Plautius, not 
Titius, is used: he may well have been the son of L. (Epidius) Titius Aquilinus cos. ord. 
125 and (Avidia) Plautia (but in the nomenclature of the mother the nomen Plautia is, of 
course, used as a cognomen). The use of the maternal nomen as the main nomen is also 
well attested by the descendants of Q. Pompeius Falco cos. suff. 108. We saw above 
that Falco's son, the consul of 149, was usually referred to as Q. Pompeius Sosius 
Priscus, the second nomen coming from his mother Sosia Polla.25 His short name, 
however, was manifestly (Q.) Sosius Priscus, since he is called by this name not only 
in consular dates but also in the inscription from Centuripae set up by himself in honour 
of his grandmother (Epigraphica 51, 1989, 168, [ClJodi[ae] Ру. Falconillae matri 
Pompei Falconis, Sosius Priscus a[viae]), and in the honorary inscription for his 
daughter CIL VIII 7066 = ILAlg. II 652 = ILS 1105, where he is first introduced as О. 
Pompeius Sosius Priscus, but later referred to as Sosius Priscus.26 It is thus obvious 
that the consul of 149 preferred the maternal nomen to the paternal. But this is not all; his 
descendants, too, though still also Pompeii (the son of the consul of 193 is called Q. 
Pompeius Falco Sosius Priscus, ILS 1106), were usually known under the name 
Sosius. The son, the consul of 169, Q. Pompeius Senecio Sosius Priscus,27 is 
generally called (Q.) Sosius Priscus in consular dates,28 and the daughter (PFOS no. 


25 Where the cognomen Priscus came from is not known; cf. Syme, RP V 645. A certain Q. 
Pompei[us --- ?) Quir. Pri[scus --- ?] is honoured by Sosiu[s Priscus?) in a new inscription from 
Centuripae, Epigraphica 51, 1989, 168, where the consul of 149 set up an inscription in honour of his 
grandmother (cf. below); this Q. Pompeius Priscus cannot be Sosius Priscus' grandfather (and Pompeius 
Falco's father), for Falco was Sex f. 

26 And [Zoc]t[o]v M[petoxov] is surely the correct restoration in the Athenian inscription honouring 
Priscus' daughter, Hesperia 10, 1941, 255-8 no. 61. - (Q.) Sos(s)ius Priscus in consular dates: CIL VI 
644 = ILS 3537; IGR I 810. III 705. 1275; IG XII 3, 325; Schr. der róm. Feldmesser (ed. Lachmann) p. 
244. 253 (the corrupt forms of the nomen, stitio, scicio, scitio, surely stand for Sosio, not for 
Pompeio). Only in AE 1971, 33 does Sosius Priscus have, as consul in a date, all four names. Q. 
Non. Prisco in CIL VI 327 = ILS 3446 is a mistake (cf. E. Groag, JÓAI 18, 1915, Beibl. 269). 

27 Thus CIL X 3724. 6322 and (possibly) CIL VI 1491 (fragmentary). The cognomen Senecio is 
omitted in an inscription from Numidia, AE 1967, 556, Q. Pompeio Sosio Prisco Iuniori ex testament. 
Q. Saenii Bassi (cf. A.R. Birley, Arh. Vest. 28, 1977, 366 note 17; for the connections of the Pompeii 
Sosii with the region see the inscription from Cirta in honour of Sosia Falconilla, mentioned below). 
Many more names, placed between Senecioni and Sosio, are given for him in the famous inscription 
from Tibur, CIL XIV 3609 = ILS 1104 = Inscr. It. IV I, 126, where his nomenclature takes up 10 lines 
of the text. 

28 CIL, VI 1984; CIL XIV 2408 = ILS 5196; CIL III 14219,10 = ILS 5490; BGU VII 1655. In at least 
some consular lists distributed for general use he seems, however, to have also been equipped with the 
cognomen Senecio, since he is called К. Хбосєсс (sic) Levexiwv in AE 1912, 269 (Iconium) and ©. 
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632), though called Pompeia Q f. Sosia Falconilla in AE 1935, 26 (Minturnae) is called 
simply Sosia Falconilla in CIL VIII 7066 = ILAlg. II 652 = ILS 1105(from Cirta) and 
surely also in the inscription from Athens, Hesperia 10, 1941, 255-8 no.61 ([5осіо]у 
Ma[AK@]via[Aav]). If the enigmatic inscription from Mallorca (C. Veny, Corpus de 
las inscripciones Balearicas [1965] 61), Pomp[eiae Sosiae(?)] | Qui[nti filiae(?)] / 
Falco[nillae --?--] | О. Pom[pei Sosi(?)] / Prisci [ --- ], refers to her (but this woman is 
separated from Pompeia Sosia Falconilla by Raepsaet-Charlier in PFOS no. 628), one 
surely has to restore the nomen Sosia (observe the existence of Sos(s)ii on Mallorca, 
Veny, op. cit. 9 and 65). Finally, for the consul of 193 so far only the names (Q.) 
Sos(s)ius (Priscus?) Falco are attested.29 (For this man's son see above.) 

There also appears to be an attestation for the use of the maternal nomen in the short 
nomenclature in а name of the type P + N + C+ N + C; see below, note 40, on the 
nomenclature of M. Macrinius Avitus Catonius Vindex. 

It is surely also worth having a look at the cognomina of those men with the name 
type P + N + М + C, where one of the nomina is maternal. Some of the men in the lists 
inherited their cognomina from their fathers, some from their mothers (the terms 
"maternal cognomen" or a "cognomen inherited from the mother" will be taken here to 
mean either a cognomen derived from the mother's cognomen or a cognomen identical 
with or derived from a cognomen in use in the mother's family; cognomina of uncertain 
origin will not interest us here). In nomenclatures where the maternal nomen is 
collocated between the praenomen and the paternal nomen, cognomina inherited from the 
maternal family are attested only in the case of C. Neratius Fufidius Priscus, the 
grandson of the consul Neratius Priscus. Other men, in whose nomenclature the 
maternal nomen precedes the paternal, have a cognomen inherited from the paternal 
family: T. (Fundanius) Vitrasius Pollio, C. (Neratius) Fufidius Atticus, M. (Pomponius) 
Maecius Probus, sons of T. (Pomponius Proculus) Vitrasius Pollio, C. Fufidius 
Atticus39 and M. Maecius Probus. As for the other name type, where the maternal 
nomen comes after the paternal, sometimes the cognomen, too, is maternal, though, of 
course, there are also attestations for cognomina inherited from the father: 


Sossius Priscus Senecio in CIL XI 405. Note also that when referred to with one name only he is 
usually called Priscus, but Senecio in CIL III 14120 = ILS 4052 and 17. BRGK 312. 

29 (Q.) Sos(s)ius Falco: Dio 72,22,2; IGR III 500, iii 13f.; in consular dates: CIL VI 1173c; CIL X 
4760 = ILS 6296; Suppl. It. 4 Trebula Suffenas 35; Diz. epigr. IV 1999 (Lucus Feroniae: Q. Sosio, 
omitting the cognomen); CIL II 4125. This consul might also have had the cognomen Priscus, like his 
father and grandfather: at least he seems to have been called Priscus in the inscription from Dura- 
Europus, AE 1928, 86, which is dated XV Ka. Iuniis / [P]risco et Claro cos.; some other year than 193 
can hardly have been meant, for this is an inscription set up pro salute of the emperor Commodus. 
Apparently Commodus' death on 31 December 192 was not yet known in Dura on 18 May 193 (for the 
slow spread of news in the Roman Empire see now R. Duncan-Jones, Structure and Scale in the Roman 
Economy [1990] 7ff.). 

30 The origin of the cognomen of the third son of Fufidius Atticus, C. Neratius Fufidius Annianus, is 


unknown. 
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(a) Cognomina inherited from the maternal family: L. Vitrasius Ennius Aequus (son 
of an Ennia Aequa), App. Annius Atilius Bradua, son of the daughter of an Atilius 
Bradua; C. Salvius Egnatius Firmus, son of an Egnatius С.І. Firma (CIL VI 17116); and 
cf. also C. Caerellius Fufidius Annius Ravus Pollittianus, son of a Fufidia Pollitta. 

(b) Cognomina inherited from the father: T. Licinius Cl(audius) Hierocles; T. 
Bebenius Licinius Pastorinus, the son of a Bebenius Pastorinus (CIL X 4802); M. 
Licinius Baburius Philocalus, the son of a M. Licinius Philocalus (AE 1980, 506); and 
cf. M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus (Manlius Carbo), the son of M. Nonius Macrinus cos. 
154, but the grandson of M. Nonius Mucianus PIR? N 145. 

The observation that maternal nomina could be followed by cognomina also inherited 
from the mother's family does not make the interpretation of names of the type P + N + 
N + C easier: many would probably be a priori (if nothing else were known of the man) 
inclined to explain a name like "App. Annius Atilius Bradua", when both App. Annii and 
Atilii Braduae are known, by postulating that an Atilius Bradua had been adopted by an 
App. Annius. 

Names of type (b) are, on the other hand, not problematic. Even if only Licinius 
Claudius Hierocles' father, T. Licinius Hierocles, were known and not that his mother 
was a Claudia, one would certainly not think it likely that the name meant that a Claudius 
Hierocles had been adopted by a T. Licinius Hierocles. And so I think we may conclude 
that in those cases where father and son have otherwise identical names (the cognomen 
being preferably not too common), but the son has an additional nomen, this second 
nomen could in all likelihood be interpreted as maternal. 

The same observation is, by the way, also valid in those cases where an additional 
nomen appears between the praenomen and the paternal nomen, provided that the 
praenomen is a rare one. Let us take T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio as an example: the 
praenomen Titus is not very common, and this man was a descendant of T. Vitrasii 
Polliones. Even if it were not known that this man's mother was a Fundania, one would 
therefore a priori assume that the praenomen and the nomen Vitrasius belong together, 
rather than that a T. Vitrasius had been adopted by a T. Fundanius. 

Thus, to return to the name type in which the additional nomen comes after the 
paternal, we might well assume that (e.g.) T. Liburcius Marinus in IPO A 165 was 
married to a Marcia, since his son is called T. Liburcius Marcius Marinus. But, of 
course, in onomastics nothing is certain. Let us have a look at CIL VI 17707 from AD 
96, the funerary inscription of a certain P. Fannius Avilius Proculus. This man's father 
was called P. Fannius Proculus, but his mother is not an Avilia, but a Titia Firma. So 
was this man an Avilius Proculus adopted by a P. Fannius Proculus after all? That is, of 
course, possible; but we must reckon with the possibility that in names of the type P + N 
+ N + C the non-paternal nomen could also be inherited from some other relative than 
the mother. (This does not necessarily mean that this nomen could not have had 
something to do with the mother; the formulations "inherited from the mother" or 
"maternal" refer here only to the nomen of the mother and the maternal grandfather, not 
to the nomen of the maternal grandmother or of other relatives of the mother whose 
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nomen differs from that of the mother.) Even to say nothing about women (cf., e.g., 
Annia Galeria Faustina, the daughter of M. Annius Verus cos. III 126 and Rupilia 
Faustina [PFOS no. 62]; Annia Cornificia Faustina, the daughter of another M. Annius 
Verus - the son of the cos. III - and Domitia Lucilla [PFOS no.57]), this can be 
illustrated by the nomenclature of A. Iulius Pompilius Piso etc., legate of the legio III 
Augusta and consul in 178 or 179 (PIR? I 477; for the date of the consulate see Alfóldy, 
Konsulat 191). He was a son of (A.) Iulius Proculus PIR? I 492 and Claudia Basilo 
from Synnada, PFOS no.227 (I. Ephesos 1103; see on the family e.g. Raepsaet- 
Charlier, PFOS 209f., with stemma L VIT). He is almost certainly a natural son and not 
an adoptive (being in that case originally a Pompilius Piso), since Claudia Basilo was 
most probably, as first suggested by H. Müller, Chiron 10, 1980, 473-6. 484, a 
daughter of the Ti. Claudius Piso Tertullinus who was also also from Synnada, known 
from coins and inscriptions (H. Müller, ibid. 461 note 36, 462 note 40, 465 note 57). 
Therefore Iulius Piso had inherited his cognomen from his maternal grandfather. So 
where did the nomen Pompilius come from? Perhaps from an otherwise unknown 
relative. If we now introduce the nomenclature of the future emperor Antoninus Pius (to 
be discussed in detail below in Section b), we may note that Pius' full nomenclature as a 
privatus included the nomen Boionius, which he had inherited from his maternal 
grandmother.?! So perhaps one of Iulius Piso's grandfathers had been married to a 
Pompilia. But, remembering that Marcus Aurelius for some time also had the names 
Catilius Severus, which he had inherited from his adoptive great-grandfather (see below 
p. 80f.), we must conclude that the nomen Pompilius may have come from anywhere 
among Iulius Piso's ancestry. Be that as it may, an explanation along these lines may 
surely be given for many cases where a son has an additional nomen which is not that of 
the mother, and nothing seems to point to an adoption, as, e.g., in CIL XI 2902: parents 
L. Appius Tr[y]phonianus and Caerennia Fortunat[a], son L. Appius Calvis[ius] 
Clemens (an urbanicianus).32 For names of the type P + N + C + N + С including 
items inherited neither from the father nor from the mother (cf. Marcus Aurelius' 
additional name Catilius Severus, above), see below, Section b, 3. 

Let us now recapitulate. A name of the type P + N + N + C can be interpreted in the 
following ways: 

(1) C. Fulvius Marcius Probus, abbreviated C. Fulvius Probus, can be: 

- a Marcius adopted by a Fulvius. Parallel: C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus. 

- a Fulvius whose mother (or possibly some other relative) was a Marcia. Parallel: L. 


31 Note also C. Arrius Calpurnius Frontinus Honoratus from Cirta, consul perhaps in the time of 
Severus Alexander (PIR2 A 1095), who was probably the son of C. Arrius Quadratus (AE 1931, 124 = 
IDR III 2, 87) and the grandson of C. Arrius Antoninus, consul in the 170's and legate of Cappadocia 
and the tres Daciae (PIR? A 1088), who was, according to CIL VIII 2390, married to a Calpurnia 
Quadratilla (PFOS no.181); cf. PIR2 A 1089ff. and the stemma on p. 214 (and, e.g., M. Le Glay, Tituli 
5, 1982, 763f.; Leunissen 184). 

32 Cf. also e.g. CIL X 3142: parents A. Umbricius Magnus and Clodia Felicitas, daughter Umbricia 
Afilia Iusta. The name of the father of Q. Albius Rutilius Felicio, the son of a Baebia Procula (AE 
1968, 131, Beneventum) is unfortunately not known. 


74 O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


Vitrasius Ennius Aequus. 

A man of this name might surely also have been a Marcius whose mother (or some 
other relative) was a Fulvia, but there does not seem to be an example of this. 

(2) C. Fulvius Marcius Probus, abbreviated C. Marcius Probus, can be: 

- a Marcius adopted by a Fulvius. Parallel: M. Annius Herennius Pollio. 

- a Marcius whose mother (or possibly some other relative) was a Fulvia. Parallel: 
M. Pomponius Maecius Probus. 

- a Fulvius whose mother (or possibly some other relative) was a Marcia. Parallel: Q. 
Pompeius Sosius Priscus. 

And (not to speak of other possibilities, cf. the cases cited above at the beginning of 
this chapter) it must of course always be remembered that a C. Fulvius Marcius Probus 
could also be a son or a descendant of a Fulvius Marcius, for adoptive and polyonymous 
nomenclature could be inherited (cf. Chapter VI). 

It thus seems that there is not much that we can do if only the name of a man is 
known, even if we are lucky enough to know the man's abbreviated name, too, which, 
however, is not often the case. To be able to interpret a name of the type P + М + №3 + C 
one has to know more: tribes and filiations (when the praenomen in the filiation differs 
from that of a man's own praenomen) can be of some help, and it is, of course, also 
very useful to have some information on the nomenclature of relatives. With the help of 
such pieces of information one may try to find some light in the darkness. For some 
attempts see the Appendix. | 

Scholars who compare the names representing type E in the Catalogue of Adoptions 
with the cases noted above in which a second nomen is maternal, may well be disposed 
to consider the latter name type somewhat later than the type in which the second nomen 
is adoptive: the certain dated examples of the use of the maternal nomen are from the 
second or third century, and of the undated ones none is necessarily earlier, whereas the 
adoptive type is well attested from the earliest Empire onwards. Does this mean that we 
are entitled to interpret the name type P + N + N + C, when attested in the first century, 
a priori rather as adoptive than as an example of the use of the maternal nomen? 
Perhaps, but it is better not to do so: even though there are no certain attestations for the 
use of the maternal nomen in the first century, one cannot legitimately conclude that the 
habit of using the maternal nomen only came up after the first century. In addition, in the 
case of C. Silius A. Caecina Largus cos. AD 13, who is in some sources called C. 
Silius Caecina Largus, much does in fact speak for the assumption that his second 
nomen Caecina was maternal, cf. Appendix, g 1; and there are other possible cases, cf. 
e.g. Appendix, b 2, b 4 and f 2. 


b) Non-adoptive names of the type P + N + C + N + C (with variations) 
Here we shall have another look at the name type where the unit N + C appears at least 


twice. We have seen that adoptees could have a name like this (L. Livius Ocella 
Sulpicius Galba etc.). But this name type can often be interpreted in another way as 
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well. The studies of R. Syme have made us aware of the fact that, in names representing 
this type, the items following on the first tria nomina are often maternal (see especially 
RP IV 164ff.). But, as far as I can see, Syme never adduced much explicit evidence for 
this. His discussion of this phenomenon in "Clues to Testamentary Adoption" does not 
begin with indisputable examples of maternal names having been added to a man's 
nomenclature, but with the cases of M. Cornelius Nigrinus Curiatius Maternus and C. 
Salvius Liberalis Nonius Bassus. It has been assumed, on the grounds that Cornelius 
Nigrinus and Salvius Liberalis were their "real names", that the items Curiatius 
Maternus and Nonius Bassus were maternal, which at least in the case of Cornelius 
Nigrinus is possible and even probable, but not at all certain. As for Salvius Liberalis, 
whom Syme regarded as the first cousin of L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus (both 
senators came from Urbs Salvia), it should be observed that Flavius Silva seems in fact 
to have been the son of an Ann[ia(?) --- ]tta, not of a Nonia (see below), so that the best 
argument for the view that Salvius Liberalis was the son of a Nonia disappears. 

So one again we see how unsafe it is to interpret a nomenclature on the basis of the 
name alone. But let us now have a look at the evidence, which is in fact not very 
imposing, for the adding of items of maternal nomenclature to the name inherited from 
the father. It is certain that maternal names could be added at the end of the name, but 
some cases seem to indicate that the maternal item could also be inserted between the 
praenomen and the paternal nomen. 

However, as we saw in the case of Flavius Silva, in names apparently not adoptive 
and consisting of (at least) two units N + C, the second unit could also have another 
origin than the maternal side. These cases shall also be dealt with here. 


1. Maternal nomen follows paternal 


1. The emperor Antoninus Pius (PIR? A 1513). The future emperor, cos. ord. in 
120, was, as we know from the Historia Augusta, Pius 1,2ff., a son of T. Aurelius 
Fulvus cos. 89 and Arria Fadilla, his mother being a daughter of Cn. Arrius 
Antoninus?3 cos. suff. 69 and Boionia Procilla. His full nomenclature as a privatus is 
given in PIR as "T. Aurelius Fulvus Boionius Arrius Antoninus", but this name is in fact 
not attested. We have attestations for the following forms of his name when privatus 
(cf. W. Hüttl, Antoninus Pius II [1936] 27 note 3): 

- T. Aurelius Fulvus Boionius Antoninus: I.Cret. I, xxix, 1 (as consul in 120); HA, 
Pius 1,1. Perhaps also CIL VIII 8239 cf. 20076 (also referring to the consulate), where 
one has to supply one name in the lacuna between F[ulvo] and Antonino. 

- T. Aurelius Fulvus Antoninus: I. Ephesos 279 (where Pius is named as proconsul 
of Asia). 

- T. Aurelius Fulvius Boionius: Eutr. 8,8,1. 

- T. Aurelius Antoninus Fulvius: Eutr. 8,7,3. 


33 The praenomen of this Arrius Antoninus is now known from a wax tablet from Herculaneum (I owe 


this information to professor G. Camodeca). 
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- T. Aurelius Fulvus: CIL VI 2080. 9100 (= ILS 1850). 27041 (as consul in 120). 

- Aurelius Antoninus: Dio 69,20,5; Vict. Caes. 15,1. 

- Antoninus Fulvius seu Boionius: Epit. Caes. 15,1. 

(For other name forms see below.) 

The evidence makes it clear that at least the five names T. Aurelius Fulvus Boionius 
Antoninus are well attested, and that their correct order was probably that given at the 
beginning of Pius' vita in the HA, and further, that the abbreviated nomenclature was 
T. Aurelius Fulvus. But what about the nomen Arrius? Pius is called Arrius 
Antoninus in HA, Hadr. 24,1 and Pius 4,2, but I would not pay too much attention to 
this. Better, he is called Arrius Antoninus in brick stamps, CIL XV 92f. (from AD 
134), in which he is also called Ful(vus) Antoninus (CIL XV 94). So he probably also 
had, after all, the nomen Arrius. But his "real name" was Aurelius Fulvus, and one 
would expect this name to have been used in brick stamps, too. This leads us to the 
possibility that he used the name Arrius only in brick stamps because he had inherited 
the brick works from his mother Arria Fadilla (see Setälä, Private Domini 62-4) and 
because he wanted to advertise the fact that the works were still owned by a member of 
the same gens. But it seems certainly more probable that the brick stamps in which Pius 
is called Arrius Antoninus in fact render a part of his complete nomenclature, this part 
being used in brick stamps for the above reason. So let us assume that Pius' full 
nomenclature ran as given in the Prosopographia, with Arrius coming between 
Boionius and Antoninus (this nomenclature has also been accepted by Hüttl, op. cit. 
27; note that no honorary inscriptions for Pius as privatus, where one would expect the 
complete nomenclature to have been enumerated, are known). This means that we may 
analyze his nomenclature as follows: 

- T. Aurelius Fulvus: paternal 

- Boionius: referring to maternal grandfather 

- Arrius Antoninus: maternal (unit identical with maternal grandfather's nomen and 
cognomen). | | 

It is, by the way, most remarkable that Pius ("/mp. Caesar T. Aelius Hadrianus 
Antoninus Aug. Pius") kept as emperor only the praenomen Titus from his original 
paternal tria nomina, adding to the Hadrianic items Aelius Hadrianus not the cognomen 
Fulvus but Antoninus. 

2. C. Eggius Ambibulus Pom[ponius Lon]ginus Cassianus L. Maecius Pos[tumus] 
from Aeclanum, cos. ord. 126 (PIR? E 5 + 6). Certainly identical (though the inscription 
makes the impression of being rather late and is, according to Mommsen, written "litteris 
aevi labentis") with Ambibolus iun(ior), who was the son of a Pomponia, since his 
avunculus was a certain M. Pomp(onius) Bassulus Longinianus (CIL IX 1165). For the 
mother, perhaps called Pomponia Longina, see PFOS no. 641; for the maternal 
grandparents, M. Pomponius Bassulus and Cantria Longina, see CIL IX 1164 = ILS 
2953. The abbreviated nomenclature of this man, attested in inscriptions mentioning his 
consulate, was C. Eggius Ambibulus (see PIR? E 5). 

3. M. Iuventius M.f. Fab. Secundus Rixa Postumius Pansa Valerianus cos. (CIL V 
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4334 = Inscr. It. X 5, 122), probably identical with the man of the same name, but with 
the additional item / --- ] Severus at the end of the nomenclature, whose career up to the 
curatela of the Tiber bed is described in CIL V 4335 = Inscr. It. X 5, 123 (PIR2 I 888), 
almost certainly a son of the couple Postumia P.f. Paulla (Avidia Procula Rutilia Proba? 
_- cf. G.L. Gregori, Brescia Romana I [1990] 150) and M. Iuventius Secundus cos. 
(CIL V 4349ff. = Inscr. It. X 5, 139ff.; thus e.g. G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 348; 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 526; Gregori, op. cit. 102f. no. 129,012). 

4. L. Roscius Aelianus Paculus Salvius Iulianus cos. ord. 223 (RE IA 1120 no.11), 
a son of Vibia L.f. Salvia Varia, PFOS no.803 (CIL V 4353 z Inscr. It. X 5, 143). 
Abbreviated nomenclature: (L.) Roscius Aelianus (CIL VI 30960 [= ILS 3621]. 32542; 
CIL IX 338 = ILS 6121; CIL X 6764; P. Oxy. 35; in AE 1952, 158 [NSA 1951, 164, 
from Syracuse] he appears to refer to himself as [L.(?) RJoscius Ae[liJanus Salvius). 

5. L. Iunius L.f. Gal. Aurelius Neratius Gallus Fulvius Macer c.i., tribune of two 
legions (the name of the first of them - III Augusta? - having been erased), the son of 
Fulvia Prisca c.f. (CIL VI 1433; PIR? I 732). (A descendant of this man seems to be 
mentioned in an inscription from Casinum, not altogether satisfactorily published by A. 
Giannetti, Rend. Linc. 26, 1971, 433 no. 6, where the text must have run more or less 
as follows: [L. /Junio L.[f. Gal. Aurelio І Ne]ratio [Gallo Fulvio / Ma]cro co[s. --- 
procos. prov. | --- ] et prov. A[ --- etc.].) 

6. C. Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius Valerianus, the son of Curtia C.f. Procilla 
(CIL V 3590 from Verona, a funerary inscription with no mention of offices held). 
Perhaps a senator or at least a knight (G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 343 no. 27). Note the 
obvious connection with P. Delphius Peregrinus Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius 
Valerianus M. Nonius Mucianus cos. suff. 138 (PIR? N 146), also from Verona (see 
Appendix, e 13). 

7. C. Caecil(ius) Iubatus Semp(ronius) Maternus, the son of Semp(ronia) M.f. 
Materna, CIL II 4403 = I. Tarraco 471. 

Note also the following cases: Asprenas Calpurnius Ser[r]anus, named in CIL VI 
1371 = ILS 927 as the son of Calpurnia Asprenatis (uxor), L. Pisonis [f.] and as the 
brother of L. Nonius Asprenas and Asprenas Calpurnius Torquatus (the father 
Asprenas is probably identical with L. Nonius Asprenas, the consul of AD 6 [PIR?N 
118], one of the brothers with L. Nonius Asprenas cos. 29 [PIR? N 119]), identified by 
L. Vidman (LF 105, 1982, 3f.; PIR? N 125) with P. Nonius Asprenas, the consul of 
38, so that the complete name of the consul would have been "P. Nonius Asprenas 
Calpurnius Serranus". This seems quite plausible (though there is the problem that Dio, 
ind. 59, equips the consul of 38 with the filiation M.f.; but he may have made a 
mistake). - C. Salvius Cosmus Egnatius Firmus, an alumnus of C. Salvius Eutyches 
and Egnatia (C.1.) Firma, CIL VI 2582334 (but the same man is called C. Salvius 
Egnatius Firmus and designated as filius in CIL VI 17116, cf. above p. 63; and 
P.R.C. Weaver, Chiron 20, 1990, 293). 


34 = L.C. Purser, Classical Inscriptions at Shanganagh Castle, Proc. Royal Irish Academy 37, 1925, 
C, 1, p. 30 no. 87. 
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2. Maternal nomen precedes paternal 


1. M. Sosius Laelianus Pontius Falco (RE Suppl. XTV 445 Pontius 29a), salius 
Palatinus from 170 to 171 (CIL VI 1978 = ILS 5024). In the same inscription, the short 
name form Pontius Falco (loco Ponti Falco[nis]) is also given. The combination of the 
names of M. Pontius Laelianus cos. ord. 163 (RE XXII 39 no. 34) and of (Pompeia) 
Sosia Falconilla (the daughter of Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus cos. 149; see above p. 
70f.) in the nomenclature of this senator is so obvious, that the conclusion of E. Groag, 
JOAI 18, 1915, Beibl. 273f. (stemma), that Laelianus and Falconilla were married and 
that Pontius Falco was their son is indeed inevitable.35 This means that the maternal 
nomen was in this case collocated immediately after the praenomen, being combined, 
however, not with the maternal but with the paternal cognomen; and the maternal 
cognomen was attached to the paternal потеп.36 | 

2. C. Neratius C.fil. C.n. C.pron. C.abn. Cor. Proculus Betitius Pius 
Maximillianus, a local notable in Aeclanum and patron of the city in the time of 
Antoninus Pius (CIL IX 1160 [= ILS 6485]. 1161f.). In CIL IX 1132 another notable 
of Aeclanum is named, [C.] Betitius C.f. [C]or. Pietas, of equestrian status, for he had 
been prefect of an auxiliary cohort (PME B 22). In this inscription also the wife [N]eratia 
Proci[lla] and the son [B]etitius Pius are mentioned, and since the names Betitius and | 
Neratius appear together in the nomenclature of the patron of Aeclanum, scholars have 
been fairly unanimous in identifying the son [BJetitius Pius with the patron.3’ Nerat[ia] 
Betitia Procilla (CIL IX 1163), she, too, combining the names Neratius and Betitius in 
her nomenclature, was most probably a sister of this man. - If the identification of the 
man in CIL IX 1132 with the man in CIL IX 1160-2 is correct, which is in my opinion 
beyond any reasonable doubt, then we have here another example of a man whose 
maternal nomen is collocated between the praenomen and the paternal items (which, 
however, are used alone in the abbreviated nomenclature, CIL IX 1132). In this case 
there is a possible explanation: Neratia Procilla, the wife of the knight Betitius Pietas, 
most probably came from a senatorial family; usually she is thought to be the sister of the 
senator L. Neratius Proculus (PIR? N 63), cos. c. 145 (see L. Vidman, PIR? N 67; 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no.571). It thus seems that Betitius Pietas wanted to advertise 


35 See also e.g. Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS stemma XVI. Sossius Laelius Philon in CIL VI 26637a 
probably has nothing to do with the senator. 

36 Cf. the nomenclature of Q. Pompeius Senecio Sosius Priscus cos. 169 (cf. above, p. 70), where 
Senecio, coming from Q. Sosius Senecio cos. 99 and 107, has been attached to Pompeius, not to 
Sosius. See also below, note 40 on M. Macrinius Avitus Catonius Vindex. 

37 Thus e.g. Mommsen, CIL IX p. 106; Dessau, in his note on ILS 6485; L. Vidman, PIR? N 67; 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 471. G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 131, considers the identification possible. 
Stein, Ritterstand 221 takes the patron of Aeclanum to be a son of Betitius Pietas, but does not identify 
him with the son named in CIL IX 1132, who he thinks is a brother (ibid. 222 note 1; this 
reconstruction does not, however, seem very likely). 


Comm. Hum. Litt. Vol. 97 79 


his connection with a senatorial family by putting his wife's names in the beginning of 
his son's nomenclature. 

3. Let me also add an uncertain example, T. Pomponius Proculus Vitrasius Pollio, 
cos. I ?151 (Alfóldy, Konsulat 158f.), cos. II ord. 176 (RE XXI 2344-7 Pomponius 
67). This man's full nomenclature, as given given above, appears in four inscriptions, 
CIL II 5679 = ILS 1113, a votive inscription set up by himself when legate of Hispania 
Citerior in the sixties, and in three inscriptions from Moesia Inferior, where he was 
legate before his tenure of the Spanish province, ISM I 74. 149. 150. His abbreviated 
nomenclature, attested in many inscriptions,38 was T. Vitrasius Pollio. His father, too, 
consul in the thirties, was called T. Vitrasius Pollio (see, e.g., Syme, RP II 676; 
Alfóldy, Fasti Hispanienses 27. 120 and Konsulat 158f.; the tria nomina are given in 
CIL XIII 3168 - ILS 2404). His son by his wife Annia Fundania Faustina, however, 
was called T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio (see above, p. 68). Now, a man called T. 
Pomponius Proculus Vitrasius Pollio, who was a son of a Vitrasius Pollio, would a 
priori seem to be the adoptive son of a T. Pomponius Proculus. But, although T. 
Pomponii, even senators, are in fact known,39 the praenomen Titus is so rare that one 
cannot help suspecting, considering that this man's father was a T. Vitrasius, that his 
praenomen does not come from a Pomponius but from his natural father. Consequently 
the item Pomponius Proculus, which could then be maternal, had been inserted in the 
complete nomenclature between the praenomen and the nomen inherited from the father. 

The material reported above shows that an item consisting of at least one nomen and 
one cognomen coming from the maternal side could be inserted either after the paternal 
items, or between the praenomen and the nomen inherited from the father (though the 
maternal cognomen could be combined with the paternal nomen and vice versa, cf. the 
nomenclature of M. Sosius Laelianus Pontius Falco). But other names could be added to 
the combination of paternal and maternal names, either after the paternal and maternal 
items (C. Eggius Ambibulus Pomponius Longinus, etc.) or between these two 
(Boionius, inherited from the maternal grandmother, collocated between Aurelius 
Fulvus and Arrius Antoninus in the original nomenclature of the emperor Pius). As for 
the abbreviated nomenclature, one notes that in the above examples it regularly consists 
of paternal items (but surely there must have been cases where the maternal, not the 
paternal items were used in the short nomenclature, since, as we saw, this is attested in 
names of the type P + N + N + С).40 If the maternal items stood at the end in the full 


38 CIL XII 361 = ILS 1114 (votive inscription erected by Pollio's wife); CIL XV 520; CIL X 1843 (as 
cos. II in a date); inscriptions from Moesia Inferior: CIL III 762 (= ILS 5751 = IGR I 1440 = IGBulg. I 
59); 6125 (= 7420): 14214,1; IGR I 663 = IGBulg. I 15; AE 1985, 751 (I have omitted some 
fragmentary inscriptions). 

39 Note T. Pomponius Atticus, the friend of Cicero. For senators and knights during the Empire, see 
PIR P 522. 530. 569. 

40 Perhaps there is in fact an example of this. The daughter of M. Macrinius Avitus M.f. Claud. 
Catonius Vindex (CIL VI 1449 = ILS 1107), a former knight, consul perhaps in 175 (Alföldy, Konsulat 
190. 371ff.; PIR2 M 22), was called Macrinia Rufina, and the man himself was almost certainly the son 
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nomenclature, the end of the name was dropped in the short name form; whereas in 
cases where the maternal items were collocated between the praenomen and the paternal 
names, this middle part of the complete name was omitted in the abbreviated 
nomenclature. 


3. Other names coming after paternal items 


As mentioned above, we know of some cases where names inherited from the father are 
followed by names not coming from the maternal side. Let us look at some cases. 

1. L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus from Urbs Salvia, cos. ord. 81 (PIR? F 368). 
The full name is given in the Acta of the Arvales in a dating (CIL VI 2059 cf. 32363 = 
ILS 5033. 5043), the end of it also appears in the fragmentary inscription from Urbs 
Salvia, AE 1969/70, 183; for the abbreviated nomenclature L. Flavius Silva see PIR. 
Now there was another senator from Urbs Salvia at about the same period, also carrying 
the item Nonius Bassus in his nomenclature, namely C. Salvius Liberalis Nonius 
Bassus (RE IA 2026-9 no. 15; Appendix, f 5; short name: C. Salvius Liberalis). Some 
scholars have thought that these two men were cousins, sons of two Noniae, daughters 
of a Nonius Bassus.^! But it now appears that Flavius Silva's mother was not a Nonia: 
in AE 1969/70, 183 the line coming after the enumeration of Silva's career ends with 
(183b) [ --- ]ttae matris item, while the corresponding line in the similar inscription CIL 
IX 5536 begins with Ann[ --- ], and so scholars have concluded, no doubt correctly, 
that Silva's mother was an Ann[ --- ]tta (e.g. Ann[ia . f. Polli]tta).4^? From this it 
follows that the item Nonius Bassus must have come from somewhere else (unless one 
assumes that Flavius Silva was a Flavius only by adoption, Nonius Bassus being his 
original name; but this is not probable). 

2. M. Annius Verus Catilius Severus (?), the future emperor Marcus, born in 121 


of the guard prefect Macrin(i)us Vindex (PIR2 M 25; thus e.g. Pflaum, Carrieres I p. 511; Schumacher, 
Priesterkollegien 235; Alfóldy, Konsulat 371; W. Eck, Tituli 5, 1982, 550; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 
404). This means that Macrinius, not Catonius, was Macrinius Avitus' paternal nomen. Yet he is 
called M. Catonius Vindex іп AE 1971, 429 = ISM V 248, Catonius Vindex (Gen. Katoviov 
Odıvöixov [sic]) in AE 1972, 541 = ISM II 116. Catonius may well have been the nomen of his 
mother: since Vindex was the cognomen of his father, one could suppose that his mother was a Catonia 
Avita (or the daughter of Catonius Avitus) and that his parents had combined each of the two nomina, 
Macrinius and Catonius, with a cognomen previously attached to the other nomen (cf. above note 36). 

41 Thus already Borghesi, Oeuvres III 180. VI 92 (as reported by Eck, Senatoren 110); E. Groag, RE 
IA 2026; Syme, RP III 1080. IV 164; Id., Some Arval Brethren 56; J. Scheid, Le collége des fréres 
Arvales (1990) 11f. 

42 Eck, Senatoren 96f. and RE Suppl. XIV 122; L. Gasperini, Tituli 5, 1982, 232; Raepsaet-Charlier, 
PFOS no. 49. According to Eck, ibid. 111 and Franke, Legionslegaten 116, Flavius Silva and Salvius 
Liberalis could have been brothers who had been adopted by different men; but in that case we should 
have to postulate that two brothers were both (originally) called "Nonius Bassus", which in this period 
would have been very unusual. The other possibility Eck considers (Senatoren 111 note 114), namely 
that both had been adopted by a Nonius Bassus, should be ruled out because of the onomastic obstacles. 
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(PIR? A 697). According to the Historia Augusta (M. Aur. 1,9), Marcus principio aevi 
sui nomen habuit Catilii Severi, materni proavi, and this is confirmed by Dio who 
introduces Marcus in 69,21,1 as о 'Avviog (0) Маркос, ò Katüiog npótepov 
ovonalonevoc. Both Dio and the HA would seem to indicate that Marcus was first 
called "Catilius Severus", and only later "Annius Verus", but it is hard to see how the 
son of an Annius Verus could have been called "Catilius Severus" without an adoption 
having taken place, and since there is no mention of an adoption in our sources, Birley is 
no doubt right in saying that Marcus "bore the names 'Catilius Severus' for some years 
in addition to his original 'Marcus Annius Verus" (Marcus Aurelius? 33). The complete 
nomenclature may well have run as given above. Catilius Severus, called proavus 
maternus also in HA, M. Aur. 1,4, was in fact only the stepfather of Marcus' 
grandmother Domitia (Cn.f.) Lucilla, having apparently married Domitius Tullus' 
widow after Tullus' death (cf. Syme, RP II 683. V 535). 

3. C. Novius C. Novi Prisci cos. et Flavoniae Menodorae fil. Ser. Rusticus 
Venul(eius) Apronianus, a young senator, PIR2 N 191. Known from five inscriptions 
from Antiochia in Pisidia with about the same text (see PIR; the nomenclature given 
above was cited from ILS 8976). The father is probably not identical with the consul of 
152 (PIR? N 185), but rather with the proconsul of Asia between 180 and 183, Novius 
P(riscus] (IGR IV 1201 = TAM V 2, 912), who must have been consul between 165 
and 168 (cf. Alfóldy, Konsulat 196; PIR? N 186; but note also Eck, Statthalter 191f.). 
Though it has been suggested that our man was a Venuleius Apronianus adopted by the 
consul Novius Priscus,43 the formulation of the inscriptions seems to imply that he was 
a natural son of Priscus, and it appears in any case difficult to imagine how the Italian 
Venuleii, by this time a patrician family, could have given a young member to a Galatian 
senator^^ for adoption. It is thus better to assume that these Novii had connections of an 
unknown nature with the Venuleii, and that the young senator was given an item of their 
nomenclature in honour of this connection (no doubt more memorable from the 


viewpoint of the Novii than that of the Venuleii).*> 


43 W.M. Ramsay, JRS 6, 1916, 130 (as quoted by E. Swoboda, RE XVII 1221). The Venuleii came 
from Pisae (M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 288). 

44 Many scholars think that Novius Priscus came from Italy (thus e.g. Alfóldy, Konsulat 308; 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 335) or, more generally, from the western part of the Empire (H. Halfmann, 
Tituli 5, 1982, 607; cf. Leunissen 365). According to Barbieri, Albo 612 "è difficile pronunciarsi" on 
the origin of these Novii (but on p. 170, no. 806 Novius Priscus was said to be "oriundo di Antiochia di 
Pisidia"; corrected on p. 612). But these views seem to ignore the fact that Novius Rusticus Venuleius 
Apronianus' tribe was the Sergia, which cannot mean anything else but that he was a citizen of Antioch, 
which must have been the home of his father, too, since the fact that the mother Flavonia Menodora 
came from Antioch cannot be adduced to explain the son's tribe. (Cf. also Eck, Statthalter 191 with note 
2.) There is perhaps no link between the senatorial Novii Prisci of the first century and those of the 
second: the identity of the cognomen does not necessarily imply this, cf. Cn. Arrius Antoninus cos. 
suff. 69 (PIR2 A 1086; for the praenomen see above note 33), the maternal grandfather of Antoninus 
Pius, and the African C. Arrius Antoninus cos. c. 173 (PIR? A 1088). 
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4. Q. Antistius Adventus Postumius Aquilinus (Q.f. Quir.), cos. perhaps in 167 
(Alfóldy, Konsulat 183f.), PIR? A 754 (for the collocation of the filiation and the tribe 
see above p. 54). The full name is known from ILAlg. II 4634 (= ILS 1091). 4681 (= 
ILS 8977). 4682; for the abbreviated nomenclature (Q.) Antistius Adventus see PIR.46 
His freedmen were Q. Antistii (ILS 1091). He was most probably the brother of L. 
Antistius Mundicius Burrus PIR2 A 762 (cf. ILS 1091. 1091a) and the father of L. 
Antistius Burrus cos. ord. 181, PIR2 A 757. It is quite unconceivable that he could have 
been a Postumius adopted by a Q. Antistius. However, the item Postumius Aquilinus is 
not maternal either, since Adventus' mother was called Antonia Prisca (ILS 1091). 

5. L. Tossius L.f. Suc. Pius Trebonius Sabinus, lictor imp., the son of L. Tossius 
Menander and Tossia Stacte, CIL VI 1881. Father of L. Tossius Pius, L. Tossius 
Sabinus, etc. 

6. C. Domitius C.f. Quirina Pudens Lucretius Honoratianus, the son of Valeria L.f. 
Concessa and the brother of C. Domitius C.f. Quirina Concessus, CIL VIII 14472 (= 
10580). 

In all these cases except in that of the future emperor Marcus, the origin of the 
additional names must remain unknown. It is nonetheless fairly certain that they must 
have usually come from a relative or, as perhaps in the case of the Novii, from someone 
not actually related, but in some way connected to the family. Be that as it may, it is 
important to note (once again) that nomina and units consisting of (at least) a nomen and 
a cognomen (not to speak of single cognomina), that were derived neither from the father 
(natural or adoptive) nor from the mother, could be added to any Roman nomenclature, 
adoptive or non-adoptive. When they were added to a non-adoptive nomenclature 
consisting of the tria nomina, the regular collocation must have been at the end of the 
nomenclature (at least this is indicated by the above examples). Finally, our examples 
show that the abbreviated nomenclature most often consisted of the paternal, not of the 
additional names. This is, of course, what one would have expected (though here, too, 
exceptions should not a priori be ruled out). 


45 For the notion that the nomenclature of the young senator should be explained not by adoption, but 
by assuming that some connection existed between the Venuleii and the Novii, see Chr. Hülsen, 
MDAIR 6, 1891, 338 (cited by E. Swoboda, loc. cit); B. Levick, JRS 48, 1958, 76; L. Vidman, PIR2 
N 191. Barbieri, Albo p. 612 speaks of "rapporti di parentela о di adozione". 

46 | do not think that RMD 67 (where a consul Aq]uilinus is named) should be referred to our man. 
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VI CONCLUSION 


It is now time to sum up. We have had a quick look at the types of adoptive names 
attested during the Republic and among the nobiles of the Augustan age (Ch. I), turning 
then in somewhat greater detail to the adoptive name types known from the Empire (Ch. 
IIT). Since a summary of the adoptive nomenclature of the Empire was presented in 
Chapter IV, we may turn here to other aspects. We will first compare the Republican 
names with those attested during the Empire. The most important points that emerge 
from the comparison are the following: 

(1) During the Republic as well as during the Empire, if the names of the adoptive 
father were used at all, they were collocated regularly at the beginning of an adoptive 
name. The only certain exception known to me, the case of L. Vibullius Claudius 
Herodes, known from a Greek inscription from the second century (above L 1), can be 
used only to confirm the rule. 

(2) Both during the Republic and during the Empire an adopted son who began to 
use the adoptive father's nomen also regularly took over his praenomen. 

(3) Practically all of the name types attested during the Republic are also attested 
during the Empire, though mainly, but not exclusively, in the first century; P. Meclonius 
Proculus Torasianus, the son of C. Torasius C.f. Hor. Severus in CIL XI 4815 = ILS 
6638 (A 8), for instance, could well be dated to the second century. There also seems to 
be an attestation for a cognomen in -ianus derived from the original nomen (which is 
dropped from the adoptive nomenclature) in the case of T. Prifernius Paetus Rosianus 
Geminus (R 1). However, his nomenclature, in which the original(?) cognomen is 
collocated behind the adoptive cognomen in -ianus, otherwise seems unique. À typical 
adoptive name of the late Republic, the type in which the original cognomen was added 
to the adoptive tria nomina, e.g. M. Terentius Varro Lucullus, seems to have almost 
disappeared during the Empire. There are, as far as I can see, only D. Iunius Silanus 
Gaetulicus and L. Iulius Ursus Servianus (Q 1 and 2; the latter is a somewhat special 
case, since he was a Iulius adopted by a Iulius). This can, of course, be explained by the 
fact that new types of adoptive nomenclature were becoming popular during the Empire. 
Nonetheless it should be noted that this surely also has something to do with the 
disappearance of the old nobility of the Republic and of the hereditary cognomina. 
During the Republic all Luculli were also Licinii at least by birth (but of course not all 
Licinii were Luculli), and so a name like M. Varro Lucullus was more informative than 
a name of the type M. Varro Licinianus. During the Empire, however, men with 
hereditary cognomina, recognisable by all as such, soon all but disappeared;! and for 
men with personal cognomina which could change in each generation, the use of the 
original nomen - usually combined with the original cognomen - in an adoptive 
nomenclature would certainly have seemed more practical than the use of the original 
cognomen alone, which normally said nothing about the origin of the adoptee. 


l See Vornamen 353ff. 
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(4) Though we also have attestations for adoptive names of the Republican type 
during the Empire, they seem to have gradually given way to new types of adoptive 
names, of which the most important are those which included both the adoptive and the 
original nomen. The use of two nomina was a novelty in Roman onomastics: it may have 
originated in the use of nomina in place of cognomina, as in the case of P. Sulpicius 
Quirinius cos. 12 BC (in these cases the second nomen was probably usually maternal or 
inherited from some other relative, and is not to be explained by adoption),2 in which 
the second nomen can still be regarded as a cognomen; but when a real cognomen was 
added behind the second nomen, which was, of course, only to be expected after a start 
had been made by combining two nomina in one nomenclature, the situation changes and 
the second nomen is better treated simply as a nomen rather than, following Mommsen, 
Ges. Schr. IV 404ff., as a nomen used as a cognomen? At all events, what is 
important is that the new types of adoptive nomenclature include two nomina (and, later, 
often some optional additional nomina). The reasons for the use of nomina instead of 
cognomina in -ianus derived from those nomina are not altogether clear,* though in 
those cases where the adoption was testamentary (and most adoptions during the Empire 
were probably testamentary, not genuine) the retention of the original nomen was, of 
course, fully justified by the fact that the adoptee remained a member of his original 
gens even after the adoption. During the early Empire we find some cases where the 
original nomen appears at the end of a name (M. Vergilius Gallus Lusius, etc.), but this 
type of nomenclature seems to disappear early, the typical adoptive names of the Empire 
remaining those where the original nomen comes after the adoptive nomen (P +N +N + 
C) or after the adoptive cognomen (Р + N + С + N + C). We have attestations for both 
types from the earliest Empire, the former most probably already in the time of Augustus 
(see E 1). 

During the Republic one may, on the basis of a name alone, often conclude that an 
adoption has taken place, especially in the case of nobiles. For example, if one notes 


2 For P. Sulpicius Quirinius, see Syme, RP IV 164, citing A. Plautius M.f. Urgulanius, who was 
the grandson of an Urgulania, as a parallel (but Urgulania was Plautius' paternal, not, as Syme says, his 
maternal grandmother). For examples of maternal nomina used as such as cognomina see, e.g., CIL VI 
5484. 12450. X 6400 (cf. p. 985). XII 2280. 3367. III 8966 (these inscriptions are, however, not 
Augustan but from much later times). That P. Sulpicius Quirinius was not a Quirinius adopted by a 
Sulpicius (as suggested by E. Groag, RE IVA 823) seems in my opinion to emerge almost with 
certainty from Tacitus, who in discussing Quirinius' origin in ann. 3,48,1 makes no reference to an 
adoption but notes only that his family had nothing to do with the patrician Sulpicii and that he came 
from Lanuvium. 

3 It is necessary to classify a second nomen as a nomen, not as a cognomen, e.g. to explain those 
cases where the filiation and tribe are collocated not between two nomina but between a second nomen 
and a cognomen, as in the case of the two Q. Aurelii Pactumeii P.f. Quir., above E 4. 

4 But note that, as we have seen, in names that include items derived from the mother the use of the 
maternal nomen as such also becomes common, along with the use of cognomina in -ianus formed 
from the maternal nomen. 
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that a Licinius Crassus or a Livius Drusus has an additional cognomen referring to 
another gens. (Though it should always be kept in mind that an adoptive nomenclature 
could be inherited; see below on this problem.) Among the lower classes, adoptive 
nomenclature is not so easy to identify since senators not belonging to the nobility, 
Roman knights, and members of the plebs who had a cognomen in -ianus usually had 
this cognomen only, and since solitary cognomina in -ianus can at least during the late 
Republic surely be interpreted at times as maternal. Therefore certain instances in the 
material offered in the Register of Adoptions by Shackleton Bailey (e.g. C. Luttius L.f. 
Aulian(us), p. 121) must in my opinion remain uncertain, though I think that adoption is 
the most probable explanation for most of the names enumerated there. 

As for the Empire, we have seen that all adoptive name types are also attested as 
non-adoptive: cognomina in -ianus formed from nomina are certainly more often 
maternal (or inherited from some other relative) than adoptive (see Ch. V note 2). As for 
the most important adoptive name types P+ N+N+C andP+N+C+N+C, we 
have seen in Chapter V that these name types, too, often included items not adoptive but 
maternal or inherited from some other relative. 

But that is not the whole problem. Even if we know which of the nomina was used 
in the abbreviated nomenclature, a name like "C. Fulvius Marcius Probus" can be 
interpreted in at least two ways (see above p. 73f.), the use of the maternal nomen in the 
abbreviated name form being, however, probably not very common. We have also seen 
that in the longer name type that included (at least) two units N + C, the maternal nomen 
could be collocated either at the beginning or at the end of the nomenclature, so that a 
man called "C. Fulvius Maximus Marcius Probus", whose abbreviated name was 
"Marcius Probus", could be a Marcius adopted by a Fulvius or a Marcius whose mother 
was a Fulvia. If, on the other hand, his short name was "Fulvius Maximus", he could, 
again, be a Marcius adopted by a Fulvius (cf. the nomenclature of Cn. Domitius Afer 
etc. Curvius Lucanus = Cn. Domitius Lucanus). However, since in this (our only) 
parallel the adoptive praenomen and nomen are combined with the original cognomen, it 
would a priori be perhaps more probable that the item "Fulvius Maximus" was paternal 
. and the item "Marcius Probus" inherited from a relative - but not necessarily from the 
mother (which is nowadays the usual explanation): we have e.g. seen that L. Flavius 
Silva Nonius Bassus was fairly certainly not the son of a Nonia, but of an Ann[ia (?)). 

Polyonymous nomenclatures which included adoptive or maternal items could be 
filled up with further names probably coming most often from other relatives. These 
additional items could consist of one nomen (to say nothing of single cognomina) or of 
the unit N + C, or even of a greater number of names, and they could be collocated either 
in the middle or at the end of the nomenclature. Let us illustrate this with examples: 

A. Additional names placed in the middle of an adoptive nomenclature: Cn. Domitius 
Afer Titius Marcellus Curvius Lucanus. 

B. Additional names placed at the end of an adoptive nomenclature: L. Fulvius 
[Rusticus(?) C.(?)] Bruttius Praesens Min[ --- L]aberius Maximus Pompeius, etc. 

C. Additional names placed in the middle of a nomenclature including maternal items: 
T. Aurelius Fulvus Boionius Arrius Antoninus. 
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D. Additional names placed at the end of a nomenclature including maternal items: C. 
Eggius Ambibulus Pomp[onius Lon]ginus Cassianus L. Maecius Pos[tumus]. 

Another problem that one has to face when dealing with a name that could be 
interpreted as adoptive, is the fact that adoptive names (and, during the Empire, non- 
adoptive names that included maternal and other items) could be inherited, provided that 
sons of adoptees were born after the adoption (cf. above, Ch. IV, Section e). The 
transmission of an adoptive nomenclature to an adoptee's son is already attested during 
the Republic; thus we find at least two generations of, say, Terentii Varrones Murenae or 
Appuleii Deciani (cf. Shackleton Bailey p. 84. 87). Adoptive cognomina in -ianus that 
were attached to the adopting parent's cognomen (P. Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus, etc.) 
are, however, not attested as having been inherited: among the descendants of the two. 
Fabii Maximi, Aemilianus cos. 145 and Servilianus cos. 142, there is no trace of the two 
adoptive cognomina, and C. Livius Drusus cos. 147, though called M. Aimiliani f. in 
the Fasti Capitolini, is not himself given the cognomen Aemilianus (cf. Shackleton 
Bailey p. 81). It is possible that adoptive cognomina were inherited only if they were 
normal cognomina (Varro Murena etc.) or cognomina in -ianus attached to the adoptive 
father's nomen (Appuleius Decianus, etc.). This seems to be implied by Shackleton 
Bailey (p. 84), who notes that "the adoptive cognomen (in -ianus) in such cases (i.e. 
when used alone and not along with another cognomen) could be hereditary". But it 
should be noted that all the known cases where an adoptive name was inherited are from 
the first century, when the type Scipio Aemilianus had become rather rare. Perhaps by 
this time adoptive cognomina in -ianus used along with another cognomen could also be 
inherited, though we seem to have attestations for this only from the early Empire: cf. A. 
Licinius Nerva Silianus cos. ord. 65, certainly a descendant of A. Licinius Nerva 
Silianus cos. ord. AD 7, who was a son of P. Silius Nerva cos. 20 BC (but note that the 
first cognomen in this case comes from the natural, not from the adoptive father).? 

From the early Empire we have other examples of nobiles with hereditary adoptive 
cognomina,® but let us concentrate on name types of the Empire proper. If one studies 
the Catalogue of Adoptions (Ch. III) and the notes on adoptees' children in Chapter IV, 
e, one observes that there are not many examples of children having inherited adoptive 


5 The consul of AD 7: PIR2 L 224 and above, р. 14; the consul of AD 65: PIR? L 225, where, 
however, the identification with P. Pasidienus Firmus should be corrected. That Pasidienus Firmus was a 
suffect consul in 65 and quite separate from Nerva Silianus in now clear from AE 1978, 658 - RMD 79. 
6 Cf. the Licinii Crassi Frugi PIR? L 190f., descendants of M. Crassus Frugi cos. 14 BC (PIR? L 
189), who was perhaps a natural son of M. Pupius Piso Frugi pr. 44 (cf. above, Ch. I, note 6). And 
note the remarkable case of [Q.(?) Caecilius Metellus Crjeticus Iunius Sila[nus] PIR2 C 63, known from 
CIL VI 3833 = 31720 (a lost inscription where the name is transmitted in the form ECTICVS IVNIVS 
SILLA; emended by Henzen), who was probably a son or at least a descendant of Q. Caecilius Metellus 
Creticus Silanus cos. AD 7 (a Iunius Silanus adopted by a Q. Metellus, cf. above, Ch. I with note 7), 
who has not only inherited the adoptive cognomen Silanus, but has moreover added the nomen /unius 
to his nomenclature, so that his name, unlike that of his father or ancestor, now looks like the name of a 


senator of the Empire. 
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items from their fathers' names. In fact, apart from Domitia Lucilla, there is only T. 
Prifernius T.f. Quir. Paetus Rosianus Geminus etc., cos. 146, the son of T. Prifernius 
Sex.f. Quir. Paetus Rosianus Geminus, etc. (cf. R 1, where it is noted that the short 
name of the father was (T.?) Rosianus Geminus, that of the son T. Prifernius Paetus). 
On the other hand, it is often attested that in their names children of adoptees in no way 
refer to their fathers' adoptions. This was explained in Chapter IV by assuming that 
these children had been born before the adoption. The fact that many adoptees already 
has children at the time of the adoption was, again, explained by assuming that most 
adoptions made during the Empire were testamentary, which must have often meant that 
the adoptees were adults. 

In any case, the name of T. Prifernius Paetus, etc., the consul of 146, shows that a 
lengthy nomenclature could be inherited; and there are further possible examples not 
registered in the Catalogue of Adoptions, since in these cases the fact that an adoption 
has taken place can usually only be assumed and not taken for granted. But we have also 
been dealing with non-adoptive names that included maternal (or other) items, since 
these very often look like adoptive names, and it is surely of some interest to see whether 
these names, too, could be inherited. Below are examples of names of the types P + N + 
N+CandP+N+C+N + С, some possibly adoptive, some certainly non-adoptive, 
that appear in at least two generations. 


A. Names of ће type P+N+N+C 

1. L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus cos. ord. 61 (PIR? C 173). Called (L.) Caesennius 
Paetus in many sources (see PIR), L. Junius Caesennius Paetus as consul in wax 
tablets from Puteoli, AE 1973, 141. 142 (= 1984, 208); 1978, 121. Perhaps a P. 
Caesennius adopted by a L. Iunius, cf. R. Syme, RP III 1054 (and Id., RP IV 163; 
Historia Augusta Papers 191), who observes that / --- / P f. Stel. Sospes in ILS 1017 
(cf. A. Iunius Pastor L. Caesennius Sospes, PIR? I 796; Appendix, f 27) should 
probably be regarded as his son. For the cognomen Paetus see above p. 44. Surely the 
father (also) of L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus cos. suff. 79 (PIR2 C 174). This son is 
called, as consul and proconsul of Asia, (L.) Caesennius Paetus in several documents 
(see PIR), L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus as consul in CIL IV 3340, 154f., and Junius 
Caesennius Paetus as proconsul of Asia in I. Smyrna 826. 

2. Cn. Pinarius L.f. Pap. Cornelius Clemens (PIR? C 1341), consul and legate of 
Germania Superior in ?72-74 (Eck, Statthalter 35-7). The full name is given in CIL XVI 
20 = ILS 1992, CIL XII 113 = ILS 5957 and, with the filiation and the tribe, in CIL XI 
5271 = ILS 997 (fragmentary). For the short name Cn. Cornelius Clemens see CIL 
XIII 9082 = ILS 5832. According to C. Castillo (Tituli 5, 1982, 512; Gerion 2, 1984, 
243) this man was a Cornelius adopted by a Cn. Pinarius (see Appendix, a 9). He was 
no doubt the father (or possibly the grandfather, cf. Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 156) 
of Cn. Pinarius Cn.f. Cornelius Severus cos. suff. 112 (PIR? C 1453); this man's full 
name is given in CIL XIV 3604 = ILS 1043 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 120 (fragmentary), but 
usually he is called (Cn.) Cornelius Severus (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 48; AE 1964, 70 
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[Acta Arv.]; MAMA VII 319; CIL XV 954 and other brick stamps, cf. Setälä, Private 
Domini 99f.), so that he, too, like his father or grandfather, used the nomen Cornelius 
in his abbreviated nomenclature; and his daughter was a Cornelia (PFOS no. 286). 

3. L. Dasumius P.f. Stel. Tullius Tuscus cos. suff. 152 (PIR? D 16), the father of 
M. Dasumius L.f. Stellatina Tullius Varro (PIR? D 17). See Appendix, a 19. 

4. M. Accenna M.f. Gal. Helvius Agrippa, a Spanish senator who died as ex-praetor 
most probably in the second century, CIL II 1262 (PIR? H 65). Thought by C. Castillo 
(Gerion 2, 1984, 241f.) to have been a Helvius adopted by a M. Accenna. The 
inscription was put up by this man's son, M. Accenna Helvius Agrippa. 

5. M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus (Manlius Carbo), probably consul in the time of 
Commodus (PIR? N 115), surely the son of M. Nonius Macrinus who was married to 
an Arria. See above p. 66. The father of M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus cos. ord. 201 
(PIR? N 114), whose abbreviated nomenclature was M. Nonius Mucianus (see Ch. V, 
note 18). 

6. M. Baebius M.f. Q.n. Arn. Suetrius Marcellus equo publico, etc., CIL IX 2855 
= ILS 5501, cf. CIL IX 2839. 2856 (Histonium), perhaps the son of a Suetrius Q.f. 
who had been adopted by a M. Baebius.” Children: M. Baebius Suetrius Marcellus 
and Suetria Rufa. 

7. Examples from among the plebs: CIL VI 10215 = ILS 6057, father P. Aelius 
P.fil. Bellenius Aristo (of the tribe Palatina; his wife: Claudia Quartilla), son P. Aelius 
Bellenius Aristo; CIL VI 20079; CIL VI 22073;8 CIL IX 1010.? 


B. Names of the type P+N+C(+..)+N+C(+..) 

1. Ser. Cornelius (Scipio) Salvidienus Orfitus cos. ord. 51 (PIR? C 1444; IRT 341) 
and his descendants of the same name up to Ser. (Cornelius) Scipio (Salvidienus) 
Orfitus cos. ord. 178 (PIR? C 1448). 

2. C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Paetus cos. ?70, surely the father of C. Laecanius 
C.f. Sab. Bassus Caecina Flaccus (see Appendix, e 2). 

3. T. Pomponius T.f. Gal. Mamilianus Rufus Antistianus Funisulanus Vettonianus, 
cos. suff. 100 (RE XXI 2342 no. 57; the complete name: RIB 445; the short name T. 
Pomponius Mamilianus: CIL XVI 46 = ILS 9054; another military diploma, published 
in Epigrafia juridica Romana [1989] 154; FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 45), no doubt the father 
of T. Pomponius Antistianus [Funisulanu]s [V]ettonianus, legate of Lycia-Pamphylia 
and cos. suff. 121 (IGR III 739 = TAM II 905, IV B; short name: T. Pomponius 
Antistianus, cf. CIL VI 2080). 

4. Galeo Tettienus Severus M. Eppuleius Proculus L.f. Claud. Ti. Caepio Hispo 
(PIR? E 83), cos. in 102 or 104 (see Appendix, f 13), the father of [TaAéov(?) 
T]evtifivog l'aAéovog [bòs Llepyia Xepfivog Aookiog [TaJovıog Arkıvvıavog 
Мёркос 'ExovAaitog IlpóxAog Tifépiog Колтіоу 'Ioxov, vóg ... Terrinvov 


7 For Q. Suetrii in Histonium see CIL IX 2898 and the inscription of Q. Suetrius Q.f. Q.n. Arn. 
Pudens cited above, p. 28. 

8 Dated by D.E.E. Kleiner, Roman Imperial Funerary Altars (1987) 242f. no. 105 "ca. AD 135-145". 

9 Girls inheriting two nomina from their fathers: CIL IX 3180; CIL V 3118; PFOS no. 266. 
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Leovnpov tod avOvxatov, IGR IV 1688 (cf. RE VA 1103). 

5. L. Venuleius (Montanus [cf. SEG XXX VI 987, B]) Apronianus Octavius Priscus 
cos. ord. 123 (RE VIIIA 821 no. 6), no doubt the father of L. Venuleius Apronianus 
Octavius [Priscus], cos. I ?145 (Alfóldy, Konsulat 150), II ord. 168 (RE VIIIA 822f. 
no. 7; see on the family J. Scheid, ZPE 52, 1983, 225ff.). 

6. Ti. Claudius Ti.fil. Pal. Secundinus L. Statius Macedo (PIR? C 1015; Pflaum, 
Carriéres no. 109), a rationibus under Antoninus Pius, no doubt the father of Ti. 
Claudius Ti.f. Pal. Rufus Statius Macedo, a young senator (PIR? C 1002). Note that all 
the inscriptions referring to the father where the full nomenclature is given (CIL V 867 = 
ILS 1339; AE 1934, 232; AE 1955, 211) also give the second praenomen L., whereas in 
the inscriptions of the son (CIL VI 31703; AE 1934, 233) a praenomen belonging to the 
nomen Statius is omitted; cf. above, Chapter III, note 30. 

7. AE 1893, 50 - Arch. Class. 36, 1984, 186 no. 4 (Iuvanum) M. Aufatius M f. 
Arn. Firmus Novius Probus (aedilis, IIlIvir i.d. etc.), the uncle of M. Aufatius P.f. 
Arn. Vindex Novius Probus, a praefectus equitum (for a IIIIvir i.d. M. Novius M.f. 
Arn. Probus, who has an amicus called M. Novius M.f. Arn. Probus Aufatius Firmus 
see Arch. Class. 36, 1984, 188 no. 5). 

See also e.g. the Spanish Messii Rustici PIR? M 520b ff., who all use the nomen 
Aemilius combined with different cognomina (some taken from Republican patrician 
Aemilii), cf. the stemma in PIR, p. 266, and the family of Alfii, noted at PIR? N 202, 
also from Spain, with the additional nomen Numerius, combined with the cognomina 
Avitus, Licinianus and Maternus. 
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APPENDIX 
FURTHER NOTES ON SOME NAMES 
For the nature and the purpose of this Appendix see the Introduction, above p. 3. 


a) Names of the type P + N + N  C,! where the second nomen 
appears in the abbreviated nomenclature 


1. C. Petronius Pontius Nigrinus, cos. ord. 37 (RE XXII 1, 40f. no.40). Known 
only from consular dates. Called C. Pontius Petronius Nigrinus in IGR IV 251 =I. 
Assos 26, but the above order of the nomina is given in CIL II 172 = ILS 190 and in AE 
1972, 86 = J.G. Wolf and J.A. Crook, Rechtsurkunden in Vulgárlatein aus den Jahren 
37-39 n.Chr. (Abh. Heid. Akad. Wiss., Phil.-hist. КІ. 1989, 3) 26f. no. 1 (wax tablet 
from Puteoli); and Pontius and Nigrinus seem anyway to belong together (see below). 
Pontius was no doubt the consul's main nomen, since he is otherwise called (C.) 
Pontius Nigrinus (Dio 58,27,1 and ind. 59; Suet. Tib. 73,2, where the cognomen is 
given in the form Nigro; Inscr. It. XIII 1, 299; CIL X 6774) or simply C. Pontius 
(Tac. ann. 6,45,3; FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 43; Inscr. It. XIII 1, 322/3). There can be no 
doubt that the consul has something to do with L. Pontius Ni[grinus], pr. 20 (Inscr. It. 
XIII 1, 305/6; PIR P 604);2 it has been suggested that the consul was a son of the 
praetor who had been adopted by a C. Petronius, possibly the consul of 25.? This is in 
fact most probable. 

2. Q. Futius Lusius Saturninus (PIR?L 449), cos. suff. probably in 41 (G. 
Camodeca, Scritti Guarino [1984] 2197). The full name appears in consular dates, CIL 
III 8753 (where it has been transmitted in a corrupt form) and AE 1984, 228 (wax tablet 
from Puteoli). Called Lusius Saturninus in literary sources (see PIR), so that Lusius 
seems to have been this man's main nomen, though a wax tablet from Herculaneum (G. 
Camodeca in Actes Degrassi 48) has the name in the form [Q.] Futio Sat[ur]nino.^ 
According to Camodeca (Scritti Guarino 2195) he was a Lusius adopted by a Q. Futius, 
which does seem likely enough. There was also another consul called Q. Futius (ILS 
6384; PIR? F 605), in office possibly in 49, 50 or 54 (Camodeca, Scritti Guarino 2200). 


l I have also included Ti. Catius Asconius Silius Italicus (below no. 6), though he has in fact three 
nomina. 

2 Cf. Pontiorum Nigrini et Labionis disp. CIL VI 9338, though it cannot be determined whether this 
Nigrinus is the praetor or the consul (or someone else). 

3 A.E. Gordon, AJPh 72, 1951, 285; R. Hanslik, RE XXII 1, 40; Corbier, Aerarium 53. 

4 But this probably only shows that the official consular lists distributed throughout the Empire gave 
the full name of the consul (this is, of course, also clear from the documents mentioned above where 
both nomina are used), and that it was not known for sure in Herculaneum which of the two nomina was 
to be used in the short nomenclature. Cf. below notes 7 and 32. 
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3. C. Terentius Tullius Geminus, cos. suff. 46 (RE VIIA 1312f. no.35). The full 
name is given in documents recording the consulate, Inscr. It. XIII 1, 264 and CIL VI 
36850 (where the praenomen is omitted). Called, as legate of Moesia in the early fifties, 
Tullius Geminus (ISM I 67. 68). For other Tullii Gemini with whom this man might be 
identified see Groag, RE VIIA 1313. 

4. P. Sulpicius Scribonius Proculus and his brother P. Sulpicius Scribonius Rufus, 
legates of the two Germaniae from the early sixties until 67 (RE IIA 888-90 no. 26, 
890f. no. 28). The full name of Proculus is given in CIL XIII 11806 = ILS 9235 = AE 
1980, 655 and RMD 79, of Rufus in AE 1969/70, 443. Called by the two nomina by 
Dio 63,17,2, but Scribonii fratres by Tacitus (ann. 13,48 and hist. 4,41,3), so that 
Scribonius seems to have been the main nomen. A connection with Scribonius 
Proculus, senator in AD 40 (RE IIA 888 no. 25), seems most probable, and since the 
two brothers have the same praenomen, which is at this time very uncommon, it seems 
most likely that they were sons of this Scribonius Proculus and that they had been 
adopted by the same man, a P. Sulpicius whose identity remains uncertain.? 

5. О. Vibius Crispus = L. Iunius Vibius Crispus, cos. I in the sixties, cos. II 74, 
cos. III in the early eighties (RE VIIIA 1968ff. + Suppl. XIV 852 no. 28). The full 
name appears in the Ostian fasti (ed. Vidman p. 43), mentioning the second consulate; 
otherwise this man is called Q. Vibius (as cos. I in the tessera RE XVII 1433 no. 141), 
Vibius Crispus (AE 1939, 60, adiutori Vibi Crispi leg. Aug. pro pr.; literary sources) 
or ©. Vibius Crispus (CIL XV 7564 and inscriptions from Athens, IG II/IIP 4191; AE 
1971, 436); and his freedmen and freedwomen are Q. Vibii and Vibiae (CIL IX 4881 = 
ILS 8390; CIL V 6590. 6711). According to Tacitus (ann. 14,28,2; cf. CIL VIII 21195 
Florus Vibiorum Crispi et Sec[undi]) Crispus was the brother of L. Vibius Secundus, 
procurator of Mauretania in the fifties (RE УША 1983 no.52; the praenomen emerges 
from CIL VIII 9508, Philo L. Vibi Secundi vern(a)). Q. Vibius Secundus, cos. suff. 86 
(the Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23; RE VIIIA 1983 no. 53), was surely Crispus' son. All 
this can hardly mean anything else but that Crispus was a Q. Vibius who had been 
adopted by a L. Iunius; this has, of course, been suggested by several scholars (W. Eck, 
whose opinion is cited by E. Equini, Epigraphica 29, 1967, 16 note 19; A.B. Bosworth, 
Athenaeum 51, 1973, 73; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 358). However, some scholars 
have been inclined to discard this notion, preferring to regard Crispus as being 
polyonymous (G. Barbieri, cited by Equini, loc. cit.: "forse è preferibile pensare ad un 
polionimo con due prenomi"; L. Vidman, Fasti Ostienses p. 74). It is hard to see what 
exactly this is supposed to mean, for adoptions (of course) often lead to polyonymous 
nomenclature, so that there is not really much disagreement between those who say that 
Vibius Crispus had been adopted and those who say that he was polyonymous. In any 
case, to me a man who is usually called Vibius Crispus and whose brother and son and 
freedmen are Vibii, but who once is given the prefix L. Iunius, looks very much like a 


5 Sons of Scribonius Proculus: Eck, Statthalter 126; sons or adoptive sons: Groag, RE IIA 888; 
"figli adottivi (piuttosto che naturali)" Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 287, giving no substantiation for this 


unlikely view. 
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Vibius adopted by aL. Iunius. There may, by the way, have been a family connection 
between Vibius Crispus and the adoptive father; at least a freedwoman of Crispus was 
married to a certain L. Iunius Onesiphorus (CIL V 6590 from Novaria near Vercellae, 
Crispus' patria), whom one might regard as a freedman of Crispus' adoptive father. As 
for the adoptive nomenclature of Crispus, it is usually said that his full name was "L. 
Iunius Q. Vibius Crispus" (cf. also e.g. G.W. Houston, ZPE 20, 1976, 30). That is 
certainly possible, since the second praenomen may well have been omitted in the Ostian 
fasti (cf., e.g., the diplomas omitting C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus' main praenomen 
Aulus: Ch. III, G 1). But this type of name, where a praenomen comes between two 
nomina, familiar to all because of Iulius Quadratus, is in fact not really very common, 
whereas there are, as we have seen, numerous examples of full nomenclatures omitting 
praenomina used only in short names (see the note on L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = 
Ser. Sulpicius Galba, Ch. III, H 1). I thus think it preferable to assume that in Vibius 
Crispus we have another example of this, Q. Vibius Crispus being identical with L. 
Iunius Vibius Crispus. The adoption, it is sometimes said (cf., e.g., E. Equini, 
Epigraphica 29, 1967, 16; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 358), took place shortly before 
the second consulate in 74 (when the full name is attested in the Fasti Ostienses). That is, 
of course, possible, but it should be observed that Crispus could also be called Q. 
Vibius Crispus after the adoption as well, as in the Athenian inscription AE 1971, 436 
referred to above (naming Crispus probably as archon in Athens), which alludes to the 
three consulates of Crispus so that it must date from a time after the third consulate in the 
early eighties. IG ПЛІІ2 4191 (also with the tria nomina Q. Vibius Crispus) surely 
belongs to the same period (S.N. Koumanoudis, Ath. Ann. Arch. 3, 1970, 403ff.; W. 
Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 852; Syme, RP VII 540). Now, if Crispus could be called Q. 
Vibius Crispus after his third consulate, I think it is better not to press the evidence and 
to assume that the adoption took place before the second consulate, taking the first 
consulate (in which Crispus is called Q. Vibius in a tessera, see above) as a terminus 
post quem. The adoption can have taken place at any time before the second consulate. 

6. Ti. Catius Asconius Silius Italicus, cos. ord. 68 (RE IIIA 79-91 no. 17; according 
to Syme, RP VII 639 note 29, perhaps from Brixia). The full name is given in MAMA 
VIII 411 from Aphrodisias (where Italicus is mentioned as proconsul of Asia), a 
somewhat shorter form, omitting Asconius, is used in the consular date in CIL VI 1984 
= ILS 5025. Though he is called Ti. Catius in some consular dates (CIL IV 9316; RE 
XVII 1431 no. 132; ILS 9059 = CPL 104, from the year 93), Silius was surely 
Italicus' main nomen, since he is called Silius Italicus by Tacitus and Pliny and in CIL 
XIV 2653 = ILS 7339,6 and, of course, as the author of the Punica.’ His 
abbreviated nomenclature must thus have been Ti. Silius Italicus (one would, however, 
like to find plebeian Ti. Silii in inscriptions, the freedmen of Italicus and their 


6 The sepulchral inscription of a Crescens Sili Italici; surely a slave of the consul, cf. Groag, RE 
IIIA 78; Syme, RP III 1088. 
7 Ti. Catius in the consular dates is most likely only an incorrect shortening of the full name. Cf. 


also notes 4 and 32. 
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descendants; but I have not succeeded in tracing any). According to Syme (RP IV 380) 
Italicus was a Silius adopted by a Ti. Catius; Asconius Syme explains as being the 
maternal nomen (RP IV 380; 392; V 470 note 164; 642; VII 638). 

7. T. Clodius M f. Fal. Eprius Marcellus, cos. 62, II 74 and procos. Asiae III, i.e. 
for three years (PIR2 E 84). The full name is used in the following documents: CIL X 
3853 - ILS 992 (an honorary inscription, with the filiation and the tribe; a similar 
fragmentary inscription also from Capua: AE 1984, 189); PP 8, 1953, 458 no. xl, cf. 9, 
1954, 69 no. Ixxiii (as cos. I); CIL XVI 20 = ILS 1992 (as cos. ID; IGR IV 524 (an 
honorary inscription from the time of Marcellus' proconsulate of Asia). Called Eprius 
Marcellus in literary sources and coins (see PIR) and in IGR III 553 = TAM II 562, 
where Marcellus is honoured as legate of Lycia. It has been suggested that this senator 
was an Eprius M.f. adopted by a T. Clodius (Syme, Some Arval Brethren 47, cf. RP V 
643), and this does in fact seem very likely, not only because of the difference in the 
praenomina, but also because the filiation M f. is well suited to a reference to a father 
called Eprius (though there were, of course, also many M. Clodii).® Looking for a 
possible adoptive father (the adoption must, of course, have been testamentary) one 
might perhaps consider T. Clodius C.[f. - ] Pro[culus] in CIL X 680 from Surrentum, 
not too far from Capua, an equestrian officer from the time of Augustus (PME C 204); 
or perhaps this man's son. 

8. Cn. Arulenus Caelius Sabinus, the jurist, cos. suff. 69 (PIR? A 1194; see now 
also R.A. Bauman, Lawyers and Politics in the Early Roman Empire [1989] 142-5). The 
full name appears in the consular date in CIL VI 2051 = ILS 241 (Acta of the Arvales). 
Though called Cn. Arulenus in a document from the year 93 (ILS 9059 = CPL 104; cf. 
notes 4 and 7), this man's short name was surely Caelius Sabinus, since he is also 
known from literary sources in which he is called either Caelius Sabinus or simply 
Caelius (see PIR). He was possibly a Caelius adopted by a Cn. Arulenus, but it should 
be noted that the praenomen Gnaeus is not attested among the known Aruleni.? It 
does not, however, seem a better idea to assume that this man was a Cn. Caelius who 
had added the maternal (or some other) nomen to his nomenclature, since Cn. Caelii are 
also, as far as I can see, absolutely unknown. 

9. Cn. Pinarius L.f. Pap. Cornelius Clemens, consul not before 72 (G. Camodeca in 


8 Not very many Eprii are known, and there are attestations for only two praenomina, L. and M. For 
L. Eprii see CIL X 6009 = I? 1570 (Minturnae; A.C. Ionta, Ricognizioni epigr. nel territorio di 
Minturnae [1985] 87 seems to also consider CIL X 791*, where another L. Eprius is named, as genuine) 
and BCH 57, 1933, 370-3 no. 28 (Philippi). M. Eprii are attested in Rend. Linc. 26, 1971, 435 no. 4 
from Casinum, in CIL IX 1207 and in Rostowzew, Tesserarum sylloge 1215. But there is also an Epria 
Marcia in CIL X 4126, the only other member of the gens Epria in Capua (where Eprius Marcellus 
came from). It is quite probable, though I cannot enter into this quesuon at length here, that this woman 
is a daughter or a descendant of a Marcus (see, for the present, Vornamen 163 note 419). The nomen 
Eprius does not appear in CIL V 60, cf. Inscr. It. X 1, 88. 

9 Aruleni can be found in CIL VI. X. XI. V; IPO; AE 1983; SEG XXIX; add CIL XV 9 and NSA 
1930, 450 no. 1 (Aquileia). Only the praenomina L. (CIL VI. X. V), C. (CIL X), T. (CIL VI) and M. 
(CIL XI 6269 and AE 1983, 375, both from Fanum) are attested. 
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Actes Degrassi 72) and legate of Germania Superior in ?72-74 (PIR? C 1341; cf. above, 
p. 87). Assumed by C. Castillo (cf. ibid.) to have been a Cornelius L.f. adopted by a 
Cn. Pinarius, which at first sight seems quite likely, especially if one considers the 
difference in the praenomina. Yet, there is one problem: among the numerous Pinarii I 
can find only one Gnaeus,!0 whereas, on the other hand, this praenomen was much in 
use among the Cornelii (cf. e.g. Vornamen 176. 199). This would, again, lead one to 
suspect that this man was in reality a Cn. Cornelius L.f., who has added the maternal, or 
some other relative's, nomen to his nomenclature. On the other hand, there is one other 
Cn. Pinarius, and a senator at that, namely Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula, consul 
perhaps in 72 (G. Camodeca in Actes Degrassi 60) and legate on a special mission in the 
province of Africa in 80 (CIL VIII 22060 cf. p. 2575; CIL XVI 25 = ILS 1994; cf. RE 
XX 1399f. and RE Suppl. XIV 383f. no. 9).!! І would not like to assume that at about 
the same time there were two senatorial Gnaei, one Cornelius and one Aemilius, who 
both added the maternal nomen Pinarius to their names. I think it is much better to 
assume that there were somewhere some Cn. Pinarii (though, if one excludes the two 
senators, there seems to be no trace of them anywhere) and that these men had both been 
adopted by a Cn. Pinarius, who is possibly one and the same man. 

10. D. Iunius Novius Priscus, cos. ord. 78 and legate of Germania Inferior (PIR? N 
187). There is in fact no attestation for the nomenclature as given above and in all 
standard works.12 Usually this man is called (D.) Novius Priscus (CIL VI 2056, Acta 
Arv.; CIL XVI 22, 23 [= ILS 9052], 158 [fragmentary]; AE 1967, 454 = SEG XXIII 
37); and his freedmen are D. Novii (cf. H.-G. Pflaum, Arctos 9, 1975, 83). The nomen 
Iunius appears only in the consular date in IG V 1, 1431 from Messene, where, on the 
other hand, Novius is omitted: Aékpo ’Iovviw IIpetoxo. But it is not possible to 
assume that 'Iovvío is a mistake for Noovi@, for this man's praenomen Decimus can 
only be explained if one assumes that he was in fact also called Iunius; the praenomen 
Decimus is typical of Iunii, but otherwise rather uncommon. The order of the names 
"D. Iunius Novius Priscus" is surely correct, since Decimus and lunius and, on the 
other hand, Novius and Priscus clearly belong together. If the consul of 78 was a son 
of Novius Priscus, the friend of Seneca (Tac. ann. 15,71,3; РІВ2 N 183),13 it is not 


10 It is impossible for me to enumerate the evidence here, but I can assure that the above observation is 
based on a very extensive survey. For the other Cn. Pinarius cf. below. 

1l This man's abbreviated nomenclature is not attested, but it was probably Cn. Aemilius Cicatricula, 
for in the nomenclature of his putative adoptive son Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula Pompeius 
Longinus cos. 90 (RE XXI 2274f. * Suppl. XIV 384 no. 10; below, e 8) the nomen Pinarius is 
usually omitted even when a lengthy nomenclature is used (his short name was Cn. Pompeius 
Longinus, CIL XVI 33. 36 = ILS 1998; Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23): the complete name, including 
Pinarius, is given only in CIL XVI 42; the shorter form Cn. Aemilius Cicatricula Pompeius 
Longinus is used in CIL XVI 39 = ILS 9053 and in RMD 6. 

12 Note that according to Syme, RP V 442, the complete name appears in CIL XVI 158, but this is 
not the case; note further that the diploma ILS 9052 is cited in PIR both as "CIL XVI 23" and as "CIL 
XIII 11967", which gives the impression that CIL XVI 23 and CIL XIII 11967 are separate texts. 
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unlikely that he had been adopted by a D. Iunius. 

11. A. Bucius Lappius Maximus, cos. suff. 86, II suff. 95 (PIR? L 84). The full 
name is used in RMD 4 (where this man is named as legate of Syria); otherwise he is 
called (A.) Lappius Maximus (except by Dio, who uses the nomenclature Bucius 
Maximus):!* Plin. epist. 10,58,6; the Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23 (as cos. I); FOst., 
ed. Vidman, p. 45 (as cos. II); AE 1973, 558 = 1977, 827 (as legate of Syria); CIL VI 
1347 cf. 37049 - ILS 1006 (inscription of his wife).15 Lappia A.f. Tertulla CIL VI 
31106 is probably this man's daughter (PIR? L 86; PFOS no. 483), and his freedmen 

аге A. Lappii.!Ó Let us now consider whether our man is a Lappius adopted by an A. 
. Bucius, or an A. Lappius who was the son (or the grandson, etc.) of a Bucia (or 
possibly the son of such a Lappius). This is facilitated by the fact that the praenomen and 
both nomina are quite rare. Now, if he was a Lappius adopted by a Bucius, one would 
expect to find both A. Bucii and A. Lappii, the A. Bucii being connected with the 
adoptive father, the A. Lappii with the adoptive son. If, on the other hand, he was an A. 
Lappius related to Bucii, one would expect to find no A. Bucii. Looking at the evidence 
one notes that all A. Lappii seem to have something to do with the senator, !” and if one 
looks hard enough one even finds an A. Bucius, namely À. Bucius Aptus in Opusc. 
Rom. 1, 1954, 139 no. 129 (on the Via Ostiensis, near S. Paolo).18 Note, for what it is 
worth, that this man may have had something to do with a certain Bucia Apta in CIL X 
1001 from Pompeii. In any case, the evidence seems indeed to point to the conclusion 
that the consul (or possibly his father) was a Lappius adopted by an A. Bucius. 

12. Ti. Catius Caesius Fronto, cos. suff. 96 (PIR? C 194). Though he is called both 
Catius and Caesius, the evidence seems to imply that Ti. Caesius Fronto was this 
man's official abbreviated name (if one can use the word 'official' when referring to 


13 Thus L. Vidman, PIR? N 183. 187. Some scholars identify the friend of Seneca with the consul: E. 
Groag, RE XVII 1219; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 123 (but Syme, RP V 442 note 11, thinks that this is 
"not very likely"). According to Eck, Statthalter 147, the two men were "sicher verwandt, wenn auch 
nicht identisch". 

14 That this man is called Boóxtog (Ао%ктос the mss.) M&Etpos by Dio, 67,11,1, surely can be 
explained by assuming that Dio's source had both nomina, and Dio chose the wrong one. 

15 For sources where this man is called Lappius see PIR; Rémy, Carrières 38. 

16 Cf, PIR (add CIL VI 38538). For the kalator A. Lappius Thallus see Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 
138ff. 153. Aulus is not otherwise attested for Lappii except in one case: in the diploma CIL XVI 37 of 
the year 92, issued to a man from the classis Flavia Moesica, one of the witnesses is, if the transmitted 
text is correct (this diploma is known only from a copy of the 16th century), an A. Lappius whose 
cognomen has perished. Whether this man was somehow connected with the senator and, if so, whether 
this can be used to reconstruct the career of the senator, remains to be seen. 

17 For A. Lappii see note 16. Other Lappii will be found in CIL VI. XIV. X. XI. VIII; CIL I? 3277; 
ICVR 11526; AE 1966, 80. 1980, 226. 1983, 959; IG X 2,1, 127. 

18 Other Bucii: CIL VI (2 Buciae); CIL XIV 4815. 5063; CIL X 1001; FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 42; CIL 
VIII 4027; ILAfr. 430; BACTH 1932/33, 499 no. 4 (M. Bucius Victor Silicianus); JÓAI 8, 1905, 173 
no. viii (Notium, Bucia C.I. Dion[ --- ]). 
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Roman onomastic habits). Let us now list all the variants of his nomenclature. The full 
name is used of him in the Arval Acta, CIL VI 2074f. and AE 1964, 69 line 2, cf. J. 
Scheid, іп: Homm. R. Schilling (1983) 215 ([Ti. C]atius Caes[ius Fronto]), in CIL 
XVI 40 recording the consulate (fragmentary), and in CIL VI 37306 (inscription of a 
slave). He is called Ti. Caesius Fronto as consul in the Ostian fasti (ed. Vidman, p. 45) 
and in the inscriptions of his slaves CIL VI 37320. IX 3579; his freedmen are Ti. Caesii 
(see PIR),!9 and Caesia Frontina PFOS no. 170 was probably his daughter. On the 
other hand, the Arval Acta (AE 1964, 69, line 13; (Ti. CJatius - [C]alius by mistake on 
the inscription - Fronto), Pliny (epist. 2,11,3. 18; 6,13,3) and a vilicus (CIL IX 3571; 
cf. also 3578, 11) use the name (Ti.) Catius Fronto. According to Syme, RP IV 163, 
Caesius was his official nomen, but Catius Fronto "the style the orator himself 
preferred". Syme also thinks (RP IV 163. 381; cf. V 642) that our man had been 
adopted by Ti. Catius Asconius Silius Italicus, the consul of 68 (above no. 6), which is, 
of course, possible (though observe that in Some Arval Brethren, p. 79 note 5, Syme 
considered another possibility, namely that our man was "a nephew of the old 
consular"). Against the assumption that Fronto had been adopted by Silius Italicus one 
could, however, adduce the fact that Silius, not Catius, was Italicus' main nomen. But 
if Fronto was adopted by the consul of 68 (and not by an otherwise unknown Ti. 
Catius), it is better not to regard the adoption as testamentary, as Syme does (RP IV 
163). Pliny calls our man Catius Fronto in a letter written in early 100 (2,11), whereas 
the letter in which Silius Italicus' death is mentioned (3,7) seems to be somewhat later: 
Syme himself (RP IV 163; VII 640) dates it to 101; cf. A.N. Sherwin-White, The 
Letters of Pliny (1965) 31, who observes that in 3,7,6 the return of Trajan to Rome in 
late 99 is "mentioned as no recent event". 

13. Q. Glitius P.f. Stel. Atilius Agricola, cos. I suff. 97, II suff. 103 (PIR? G 181). 
The full name, including filiation and tribe, is known from a large number of (in part 
fragmentary) inscriptions from Augusta Taurinorum (CIL V 6974ff.; two are included in 
ILS, 1021 and 1021a). All four names are further also given in CIL XVI 47 and 48 
(where Agricola is named as legate of Pannonia and as cos. II, respectively). The 
abbreviated name (Q.) Atilius Agricola is attested in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 
45, cf. ibid. p. 46) and in CIL VI 14740 (Chloe Atili Agricolae ser.). It is usually 
assumed that the consul was a son or a grandson of the equestrian officer [. G]litius T f. 
Ste. Barbarus (PIR? G 182; PME G 20) named in CIL V 6969 (also from Augusta) from 
the year 48 or 49;20 the father should then have been a Publius. But perhaps it is better 
to assume that our man was in fact an Atilius adopted by a Q. Glitius (who could then 
have been a son of Glitius Barbarus): there were Q. Glitii in Augusta Taurinorum (CIL V 
7087), and the filiation P f. is better referred to a father called Atilius (thus Syme, RP 
VII 630) than to a father called Glitius, since Publius is, after Gaius, the most common 


19 Note also that the wives of the slaves named in CIL VI 37306 and CIL IX 3579 are Caesiae. 

20 Thus Stein, Ritterstand 335. 381; PIR2 G 182 ("fortasse" ibid. 181); Alfóldy, Fasti Hispanienses 
76 and Tituli 5, 1982, 360; Cébeillac, Quaestores 82; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 341 note 103; 
Dobson, Primipilares 190; Devijver, PME G 20. 
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praenomen among the Atilii in CIL V,2! whereas P. Glitii are only attested in Falerii 
Novi (the two Glitii Galli, PIR? С 184f.).22 

14. Q. Orfitasius Aufidius Umber, legate of Cappadocia in 101-2 (PIR? A 1395; 
Rémy, Carriéres 197f. no. 161). Called Aufidius Umber in coins (see PIR; Thomasson 
267 no. 16; Rémy, loc. cit.); the full name appears in the Cappadocian inscription AE 
1979, 620 (where the cognomen is given as Umbrus). Perhaps from Pisaurum (cf. L. 
Sensi, Tituli 5, 1982, 273), and if so, perhaps rather an Aufidius who has been adopted 
by a Q. Orfitasius (the nomen is attested only here) than a Q. Aufidius who has added 
the maternal or some other nomen to his nomenclature, for there are no Q. Aufidii among 
the fairly numerous Aufidii in CIL XI (however, there is an Aufidia Q.f. in NSA 1960, 
276f. from Sarsina). 

15. L. Epidius Titius Aquilinus, cos. ord. 125 (RE VIA 1565-7 no. 27). The full 
name is given in the consular date іп IGR I 1019 = I. Cret. III, iii, 7; for the short name 
Titius Aquilinus see AE 1975, 14 = P. Sabbatini Tumolesi, Epigrafia anfiteatrale I 
(1988) no. 44, The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period from the Cave of Letters. 
Greek Papyri (ed. N. Lewis, 1989) no. 14f., and CIL XV 504. Probably the father of 
Plautius Quintillus cos. 159 and of L. (Titius) Plautius Aquilinus cos. 162 (see below, 
no. 22). 

16. M. Iunius Mettius Rufus, cos. suff. 128 (PIR? I 777). Called, as consul, M. 
Iunius Mettius Rufus in CIL VI 30901 = ILS 1622, M. Mettius Rufus in the Fasti 
Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 49), Mettius Rufus in CIL XV 69. It has been suggested that 
he was a Mettius adopted by M. Iunius Rufus, prefect of Egypt in the nineties (A. Stein, 
Die Präfekten von Ägypten [1950] 177). This is possible, but since the cognomen 
Rufus surely goes with the nomen Mettius, not with Junius (cf. the Mettii Rufi PIR? 
M 571f.), there need not be a connection between the prefect and the consul. According 
to H.-G. Pflaum, Scripta Varia II 9, the consul was perhaps a (natural) son of C. 
(Trebonius Proculus) Mettius Modestus PIR? M 568. 

17. C. Iulius (or Iunius) Serius Augurinus, cos. ord. 132 (PIR? I 818). Known only 
from consular dates. The full name is given in П Tun. 1281 = Catal. inscr. Musée Bardo 
no. 411 unius) and in AE 1972, 282 (tessera hosp. from Spain, Julius); called C. 
Serius Augurinus in CIL VI 31140 = ILS 2181; CIL X 6485 = ILS 6274; Inscr. It. 
XIII 1, 335; and in The Documents of the Bar Kokhba Period from the Cave of Letters. 
Greek Papyri (ed. N. Lewis, 1989) no. 27. The first nomen was perhaps rather /ulius 


21 C.: 27 examples; P.: 12; L.: 11; M.: 9; Q., T.: 6; etc. 

22 Earlier scholars thought that Atilius Agricola was the son of P. Glitius Gallus PIR2 С 185 (cf. 
Groag, RE Suppl. III 786), but Atilius Agricola was a citizen of Augusta whereas the Glitii Galli 
certainly came from Faleni, cf. M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 296f. Glitii are attested in CIL VI (О. Glitius 
Felix, Vergilianus poeta 638 = ILS 2954; a woman in 25871); CIL IX (praenomen L., 446), CIL IX 
(the Galli, and two Glitiae in 1147; add M. Glitius M.f. Lem. Bon(onia), AEM 14, 1891, 101 no. 1 = 
A. Donati, Aemilia tributim discripta (1967) 87 no. 181), CIL V (two Lucii, one Q. and Glitius T.f. 
Barbarus; one of the Lucii calls himself (G]liti Galli [lib.], CIL V 5345 from Comum, so that there 
were evidently also Lucii among the Galli from Falerii, if they are referred to in this inscription; but 
Gallus was a common cognomen). | 
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than Junius, since П Тип. 1281 which has Junius is a vulgar inscription with many 
mistakes (note e.g. that the other consul's praenomen is erroneously given as M.; cf. A. 
D'Ors, cited in AE 1973, 295). Certainly the father of C. Serius Augurinus cos. ord. 
156 (RE IIA 1734f. no. 2; for the full name see CIL VI 222 = ILS 2161; AE 1927, 
123b; without the praenomen: IGR III 705). 

18. Cn. Arrius Cornelius Proculus, legate of Lycia-Pamphylia and cos. suff. 145 
(PIR? C 1422). Called Cn. Cornelius Proculus as consul in the Arval Acta (CIL VI 
32379 = ILS 5038) and as legate of Lycia in IGR III 739 = TAM П 905 (ix, 114f.; in 
this inscription he is also often referred to as Cornelius Proculus). The full name is 
known from another inscription from Lycia, IGR III 700, which is dated by Proculus' 
governorship. Cn. Arrii are, unlike Cn. Cornelii, not numerous at all,23 but there is Cn. 
Arrius Antoninus cos. 69 (for the praenomen see Ch. V, note 33) and (Antoninus' 
grandson?) Cn. Arrius Augur cos. ord. 121 (PIR? A 1092; CIL XVI 168 cf. W. Eck, 
ZPE 42, 1981, 234f.). Thus it seems better to assume with E. Groag (in PIR? C 1422) 
that there is a connection between the consuls of 121 and 145 (perhaps Proculus was 
Arrius Augur's adoptive son) than to assume that the consul of 145 was a Cn. Cornelius 
whose mother (or some other relative) was an Arria. 

19. L. Dasumius P.f. Stel. Tullius Tuscus, cos. suff. 152 (PIR? D 16). The full 
name is known from the honorary inscription CIL X] 3365 - ILS 1081 (and it was 
surely also used in the fragmentary honorary inscription from Rome, CIL VI 1526). 
There are two variants of the short name: in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 50) this 
man is called, as consul, /L.] Dasumius Tus[cus]; but in an inscription from Poetovio, 
CIL III 4117 = AUJug. 461, his name is given as L. Tullius Tuscus (mandante L. 
Tullio Tusco leg. Augg. pr. pr.). The question now arises which of the two was 
Tuscus' main nomen. I think that preference must be given to the testimony of the 
inscription from Poetovio, for the procurator of Pannonia Superior, T. Ceminius (sic) 
Rufinus, who was responsible for the erection of the inscription, must have had a better 
knowledge of the nomenclature of Tuscus (his superior) than did the editor of the Ostian 
fasti. It follows that the short name of our man was almost certainly L. Tullius Tuscus. 
The inscription from Tarquinii referred to above, ILS 1081, was set up by a certain P. 
Tullius Callistio; the same man is named as the dedicator of the inscription CIL XI 3364 
= ILS 1047, erected in honour of P. Tullius Varronis fil. Stel. Varro, who was consul 
in 127 (FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 49; RMD 30). The father called Varro in the filiation is 
surely identical with a P. Tullius Varro whose father was a legionary legate in the time of 
Vespasian (CIL XI 3004 = ILS 1002). Now, it would seem natural that our man, who is 
the son of a Publius, who has the tribe Ste. of the Tullii from Tarquinii, and whose main 
nomen is Tullius, is the son of the consul P. Tullius Varro named in ILS 1047 and the 
adoptive son of a L. Dasumius. This was, in fact, the opinion of earlier scholars (cf., 
e.g. Dessau on ILS 1081 and in PIR T 284; Bormann, CIL XI 1, p. 513). Before the 
dates of the consulates of P. Tullius Varro in 127 and of L. Dasumius Tullius Tuscus in 


23 Some are mentioned in CIL VI (add IGUR 370), a few in CIL V, one in CIL X (3365 = ILS 2851) 
and one in CIL XI (7734). 
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152 became known through the Fasti Ostienses it was usually thought that Tullius Varro 
was the friend of the testator "Dasumius" of the "testamentum Dasumii" (CIL VI 10229), 
whose son the testator was to adopt (cf. line 3f.; for Tullius Varro also line 22), and that 
the nomenclature of L. Dasumius Tullius Tuscus was the result of the adoption. But then 
some confusion arose when the Ostian fasti revealed that Tullius Varro was consul only 
in 127 and Tullius Tuscus in 152, and an inscription from Stobi showed that Rusticus 
cos. ord. 119 was in fact a P. Dasumius Rusticus (AE 1930, 84 = 1931, 72). Scholars 
then began to regard P. Dasumius Rusticus as the adopted son of the testator 
"Dasumius" and as the brother of Tullius Varro cos. 127; L. Dasumius P.f. Tullius 
Tuscus became the son of P. Dasumius Rusticus.24 But we now know that the testator 
was not called "Dasumius" at all (see W. Eck, ZPE 30, 1978, 277ff.; Syme, RP V 
521ff.; G. Di Vita-Evrard, in: Epigrafia juridica Romana [1989] 159ff.), and so this 
reconstruction of the relationship between the Dasumii and the Tullii lapses. Since there 
is now nothing that speaks for the assumption that L. Dasumius Tullius Tuscus was the 
natural son of P. Dasumius Rusticus, it is best to return to the opinion of earlier 
scholars, referring Tullius Tuscus' filiation P f. to P. Tullius Varro cos. 127 and 
assuming that he had been adopted (by testament) by a Dasumius, who must have been a 
Lucius, so that the identification with P. Dasumius Rusticus is out of the question 
(unless Rusticus was polyonymous and also had the praenomen Lucius, the praenomen 
Publius belonging to an unknown nomen; but if Rusticus had a second praenomen it 
was more probably Quintus, cf. note 24). However, the adoptive father - who seems to 
be otherwise unknown - was certainly related to Rusticus. - M. Dasumius L.f. Stellatina 
Tullius Varro, honoured (like Tullius Tuscus in CIL VI 1526) by the Lugudunenses, 
CIL VI 1400 (PIR? D 17), was certainly Tullius Tuscus' son. 

20. T. Clodius Vibius Varus, cos. ord. 160 (RE VIIIA 1996 no. 63). Known only 
from consular dates. All four names are attested in CIL XIII 1751 2 ILS 4131 and in the 
Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 52; fragmentary); called T. Vibius Varus in CIL VI 162; 
2896 = ILS 2109; RMD 105. (Note that in CIL VI 2896 and in RMD 105 the other 
consul of the year, Ap. Annius Atilius Bradua, has both nomina.) Certainly a son of T. 
Vibius Varus cos. 134,25 himself in turn a son of another T. Vibius Varus (cos. 115; 
RE Suppl. XIV 852 no. 63a). The praenomen Titus being rather uncommon, it is 


24 See the discussion as summarized by Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 190f. and Corbier, Aerarium 
158ff.; see also e.g. Syme, RP IV 161. V 544. VI 408; Eck, Statthalter 63. That Rusticus cos. 119 was 
a Publius whose nomen began with a d was in fact attested, but not recognised, by the end of the 19th 
century (see BGU I 140 = J.H. Oliver, Greek Constitutions of Early Roman Emperors [1990] no. 70). 
The consul is called Q. Dasumius Rusticus in quarry inscriptions from Teos, P. Baccini Leotardi, 
Nuove testimonianze sul commercio dei marmi (Studi pubbl. Ist. It. 44, 1989) 8f. no. 5, 9f. no. 6, but 
the praenomen may well be erroneous (unless Rusticus was polyonymous, cf. below). 

25 R. Hanslik, RE VIIIA 1996; Alföldy, Konsulat 309 and Tituli 5, 1982, 438 no. 16. The tria 
nomina of the consul of 134 are attested in CIL VI 31142, CIL X 5864, CIL XVI 78 and CIL V 4324. 
The praenomen Publius (written out in full) in AE 1985, 581 (see also Epigraphica 49, 1987, 266; 
tessera hosp. from Spain) is probably a mistake. 
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probable that the praenomen T. of the consul of 160 does not belong to the nomen 
Clodius (though T. Clodii are, of course, attested, cf. e.g. T. Clodius Eprius 
Marcellus), but as in the case of this man's father and grandfather, to Vibius. From this 
one could infer that he was the son of a Clodia (or perhaps in some other way related to 
Clodii).26 

21. О. Camurius [. f.] Lem. Numisius Iunior, cos. suff. 161 (PIR? N 207). The 
complete name is given in two honorary inscriptions from Attidium, both fragmentary, 
CIL XI 5670 and 5671; the abbreviated nomenclature (Q.) Numisius Iunior is attested 
in CIL XI 5672 (cf. note 27) and in the consular dates in RMD 55 and 107. It has been 
suggested that this man was a relative of the Trajanic equestrian officer C. Camurius C.f. 
Lem. Clemens also from Attidium (PME C 72; AE 1987, 354), either a son (thus Stein, 
Ritterstand 340 and PIR? C 382; Devijver, PME C 72) or a nephew adopted by a 
Numisius (thus H.-G. Pflaum, cited by W. Eck in RE Suppl. XIV 287, no. 4a). One 
would, however, perhaps be more inclined to to regard him as a Numisius adopted by a 
О. Camurius who was perhaps a brother of Camurius Clemens.2/ 

22. L. Titius Plautius Aquilinus, cos. ord. 162 (RE XXI 42f. no. 50). The complete 
name is known from the consular date in IL Maroc 125, the short name (L.) Titius 
Aquilinus from another consular date, CIL XIV 58 = ILS 4201b, from the brick stamps 
CIL XV 1368-70 (cf. Setälä, Private Domini 162ff.), and from the funerary inscription 
of one of Aquilinus' slaves, CIL V 1462. Many scholars now think that this man was a 
brother of Plautius Quintillus cos. 159 (cf. below, no. 23) and that the two were sons of 
L. (Epidius) Titius Aquilinus cos. 125.25 This seems most probable indeed. The nomen 
Plautius of the sons is explained by assuming that L. Epidius Titius Aquilinus had 
married a certain Avidia Plautia, known from CIL X 6706 = ILS 8217, where she is 
described as Nigrini (i.e. C. Avidius cos. 110) fil., [Imp. Caes.] L. Aureli Veri Aug. 
amita (PFOS по.130).29 This again would explain the connections of the Plautii with 


26 But there is, of course, the possibility that this man's father, who may have had more names than 
those attested so far, also used the nomen Clodius. 

27 Stertinia L.f. Cocceia Bassula etc., the wife of a Junior in CIL XI 5672, where our man is 
mentioned, along with the municipes et [incolae(?)], as having something to do with the setting up of 
the inscription, seems to be his mother, or possibly his wife. On the other hand, the man mentioned in 
the same inscription, Q. Comfelius --- ] Flaccus [ --- ] Noricus [ --- ] Numisius [ --- ], was evidently not 
his father, though some scholars have thought so (M. Gaggiotti, Tituli 5, 1982, 265; L. Vidman, PIR2 
N 207), for if the Stertinia and this Q. Cornelius etc. were a couple it would be hard to explain why the 
wife was mentioned first in the inscription. It is thus obviously much better to regard this Q. Cornelius 
etc. as in some way related to our man; he could, e.g, have been a son adopted by a Q. Cornelius (cf. W. 
Eck, ZPE 37, 1980, 39; Birley, Fasti 255; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 235f. 584f.). 

28 Syme, RP I 329 note 4; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 197; Alfólfy, Konsulat 309. 325; Birley, 
Marcus Aurelius?, stemma E. 

29 Syme, RP I 328f.; Birley, Marcus Aurelius? 246f.; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 138f. There are also 
other explanations for the name Plautius of the consuls of 159 and 162 (Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 
197; Setälä, Private Domini 163), but they are not really convincing (for the theory of Schumacher, see 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 617 note 1; for that of Setälä, see ibid. no. 760). 
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the imperial dynasty, Plautius Quintillus cos. 159 marrying a sister (PFOS no. 204) of 
Lucius Verus, and his son a daughter (PFOS no. 356) of Marcus Aurelius. If this 
reconstruction is correct - it seems most plausible - we would have a further example of a 
nomenclature where a nomen inherited from the mother has been added to the 
nomenclature of the son between the paternal nomen and the cognomen, and where the 
maternal nomen is used in the abbreviated nomenclature (cf. above p. 68). 

23. M. Peducaeus Plautius Quintillus, cos. ord. 177 (RE XXI 43f. no. 54), 
obviously a son of Plautius Quintillus cos. 159 (the husband of Lucius Verus' sister, see 
above, no. 22), and one of Marcus Aurelius' sons-in-law (see PFOS no. 356). The 
complete nomenclature is attested in the honorary inscription mentioning no offices, I. 
Ephesos 704; called (M.) Plautius Quintillus: CIL VI 631 = ILS 5084; CIL XIV 328 = 
ILS 7022 (as consul); HA, Did. 6,6; Dio 76,7,3. It has often been suggested that this 
man had been adopted by M. Peducaeus Stloga Priscinus cos. ord. 141,30 and this 
does indeed seem likely (it should, however, be noted that there is no attestation for the 
full nomenclature of the consul of 159 - Plautius Quintillus in CIL IX 5823, otherwise 
Quintillus -, so that there is the theoretical possibility that he already had the names M. 
Peducaeus). There is, however, no need at all to date the adoption only after 177, as 
e.g. Schumacher (Priesterkollegien 196) does, since the consul of 177 can have had the 
names M. Peducaeus during (and before) his consulate. One cannot deduce the 
complete nomenclature of the consul at that time from the abbreviated name used in 
consular dates. 

24. M. Gavius Cornelius Cethegus, cos. ord. 170 (PIR? G 98). The full name, as 
given above, is not attested, but note M. Gavius Cornelius Agathemer Avenianus in CIL 
V 3382 = ILS 8068.3! Called, as consul, usually M. Cornelius Cethegus (CIL VI 
1978 = ILS 5024; CIL XI 619; CPL 214. 215), but /M.] Gavius Ceth[egus] in M. 
Torelli, Elogia Tarquiniensia (1975) 163 no. 13. In spite of this inscription this man's 
main nomen was certainly Cornelius, not only because his nomen is more often given 
as Cornelius, but also because his sister was a Cornelia Cethegilla (ILS 8825; see PFOS 
no. 402) and because Cornelius Cethegus PIR? G 99 was most probably his son.32 
According to I. Ephesos 2068 (where the name is fragmentary: [...]Àvov [...]nyov; cf. 
below) he was the son of M. Gavius Squilla Gallicanus cos. ord. 150. It has been 
thought that the consul of 170 and his sister (she, too, expressly described as a daughter 
of Squilla Gallicanus in ILS 8825) were not natural, but adopted children of the consul 
of 150,33 but Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 347 (in a note on M. Gavius Squilla 


30 E. Groag, RE XIX 54 no. 10; J. Keil, Klio 31, 1938, 298; H.-G. Pflaum, JS 1962, 34ff.; G. 
Alföldy, BJ 168, 1968, 149 and Konsulat 311; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 196; Setälä, Private 
Domini 163; Birley, Marcus Aurelius? 247. 

31 Most probably a freedman of the senatorial Gavii from Verona, cf. G. Alfóldy, Chiron 9, 1979, 
537. Cf. above, Ch. V, note 4. 

32 The people who set up the inscription from Tarquinii probably used a list of consuls where our man 
was designated by two nomina and chose the "wrong" one. Cf. above notes 4 and 7. 

33 A. Stein, PIR? G 98. 118; G. Alföldy, Chiron 9, 1979, 437 and Tituli 5, 1982, 344 no. 32f. 


102 O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


Gallicanus) thinks that the theory of an adoption is not "useful" ("utile"). It is true that 
the wording of I. Ephesos 2068, where Cethegus is described as "vtóç of Squilla 
Gallicanus", and even more that of ILS 8825 (IG XII 2, 237), where his sister is 
designated not only as the daughter of Squilla Gallicanus, but also as the daughter of 
(Gallicanus' wife) Pompeia Agrippinilla, would lead one to consider these two the 
natural children of the couple. On the other hand, if the consul of 170 and his sister were 
natural children of Squilla Gallicanus, the item Cornelius Cethegus (Cornelia 
Cethegilla) could not be explained as maternal, since, as we saw, Gallicanus' wife was 
a Pompeia, and it would certainly seem strange if the children of Squilla Gallicanus used 
a nomen that was neither paternal nor maternal as their main nomen. Thus I must confess 
that I much prefer the explanation that the consul of 170 and his sister were Squilla 
Gallicanus' adoptive, not natural children. Note that if there was in fact an adoption, it 
was certainly a genuine, not a testamentary one, for Cethegus is described as Gallicanus' 
son at a time when the latter was certainly still alive and (probably) well (in I. Ephesos 
2068 Gallicanus is referred to as proconsul of Asia actually in office at the time). If an 
adoption was a genuine one it was, of course, perfectly in order to describe adopted sons 
and daughters as "children", for this is what they officially were, even if in the 
abbreviated everyday nomenclature of the children the original nomen was used. 

25. L. Cossonius Eggius Marullus, cos, ord. 184 (PIR? E 10). Designated by all 
four names as consul in CIL VI 2099, iii, 19 (Acta Arv.); as proconsul of Africa in AE 
1958, 142; in the fasti of the Salii Palatini, CIL VI 1978 = ILS 5024; and in the honorary 
inscription I. Ephesos 660. Perhaps the full name was also given in I. Ephesos 896. The 
short name (L.) Eggius Marullus is attested in consular dates: CIL VI 723 = ILS 4203; 
CIL VI 1994 (probably /L. Eg]gio, etc.); CIL XIV 172. 3663 = ILS 1429. 6234; CIL 
X 5160 = ILS 3428; CIL IX 4686; CIL XII 1782 = ILS 4130; and in the inscription 
mentioning the proconsulate of Africa, ILTun. 614. The nomen Cossonius is perhaps 
also attested in the fragmentary inscription CIL IX 1122 from Aeclanum (where this man 
came from), in which the career of a senator whose name began with L. Cosso[ --- ] is 
described. The consul of 184 was surely a grandson of L. Eggius Marullus cos. suff. 
111 (PIR? E 9). It has been suggested that our man was the son of a Cossonia (and of an 
unknown Eggius);3* in support of this assumption one could put forward the 
inscription from Aeclanum CIL IX 1248, where a [Cos?]sonia Ice[te?] is named as the 
wife of a slave of a Marullus: perhaps, if the restoration [Cos]sonia is correct, a 
freedwoman of Eggius Marullus' mother had married a slave of Marullus' father. On the 
other hand, Eggius Marullus' son, his legate during the proconsulate, is called 
Cossonius Scipio Orfitus (ILTun. 614, where, however, something seems to be missing 
between Scipio and Orfitus; [ --- O]rfitus АЕ 1958, 142). This would perhaps be 


34 G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 134; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 297. M. Kajava, Arctos 22, 1988, 
85f. suggests another possibility, namely that he was the son of a L. Cossonius and an Eggia (Marulli 
f.), but this does not seem very likely, for in that case not only the nomen but also the cognomen used 
in the abbreviated nomenclature would come from the maternal family (though even for this one could 
probably adduce a parallel, cf. the nomenclature of C. (Vitorius) Hosidius Geta, above, Ch. V, note 11). 
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more easily explicable if Eggius Marullus had been adopted by a L. Cossonius;?? but it 
is fairly certain that we do not know the complete nomenclature of Eggius Marullus' 
son.36 | | 
26. С. Iulius Erucius Clarus, cos. ord. 193 (PIR? Е 97).37 Called as consul by all 
four names in CIL X 4760 = ILS 6296 and in CIL II 4125 = I. Tarraco 143; called (C.) 
Erucius Clarus in other consular dates, CIL VI 1173c. 1992; CIL XIV 4560; AE 1972, 
163 = Suppl. It. IV Trebula Suffenas 35; Diz. epigr. IV 1999 (Lucus Feroniae); P. Dur. 
98. 100; and by Dio, 72,22,2 (cf. also Dio exc. 74,9,5, cited in note 37). C. Iulius 
Rufinus Laberius Fabianus Pomponius Triarius Erucius Clarus Sosius Priscus, salius 
Palatinus, Erucii Clari cos. ordinari filius, Erucii Clari cos. ordinari nepos in AE 1954, 
139 (from Diana Veteranorum) is certainly our man's son.38 The problem is whether 
this son can be identified with a [ - ? - ] Pomponius [ --- E]ruccius Triarius [ - ? - ], 
[fiJlius C. Erucci Clari c[os.](?) known from the mutilated inscription from Berytus, 
CIL III 175 cf. p. 971. Groag, before AE 1954, 139 was known, thought that the man 
in the inscription from Berytus was a son of the consul of 170 (who was married to a 
Pomponia Triaria, I. Ephesos 665) and that the consul of 193 was another son (PIR? E 
95. 98). On the other hand, E. Champlin, AJPh 100, 1979, 298 (stemma), thinks that 
the man in CIL III 175 may be identical with the consul of 193 (and that the man in AE 
1954, 139 was his son). But some scholars now tend to identify the man in CIL III 175 
with the man in AE 1954, 139,39 and I think that this is indeed the best solution.49 In 


35 There were senatorial L. Cossonii, cf. PIR? C 1541. 

36 Scholars now mostly agree that Eggius Marullus' son is not identical with the C. Passienius C.f. 
Scapt. Cossonius Scipio Orfitus known from CIL X 211 = ILS 1199. See, e.g., Thomasson, Statthalter 
II 101f.; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 216f.; G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 134; Raepsaet-Charlier, 
PFOS 257, according to whom this man could be a son of Marullus' daughter (and Cossonius Scipio's 
sister) married to a C. (Passienius). Jacques, Curateurs 80f. thinks that Passienius Orfitus could be 
Eggius Marullus' adoptive son, but this seems most unlikely. 

37 Groag in PIR adds the cognomen Vibianus from Petrus Patricius; but if this author tells the same 
story as Dio, exc. 74,9,5 using Dio as his only source, and Dio calls our man о KA&pog о 'Epoxktoc, 
whereas Petrus Patricius speaks of a Bıßıavög, it is hard to see how the name Bıßıavög could be 
anything else but a simple mistake of the latter author. - C. Iulius Erucius Geminus, lictor II 
decuriarum, in P. Brandizzi Vittucci, La collezione Lanza nella tenuta di Falcognana (1983) 75f. no. 
186, must have been a freedman or a descendant of a freedman of the senatorial Erucu. Cf. above, Ch. V, 
note 4. 

38 If this man were a son of the consul of 170 he would surely have been described as Erucii Clari 
cos. II (in 146) nepos (assuming that the consul of 170 was the son of the man who was cos. II in 
146; but he may well have been a grandson, and thus the son of a man who had not attained an ordinary 
consulate, which would mean that there could be no doubt about the identity of the man in AE 1954, 
139). 

39 ||, Petersen, PIR? I 525; W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 117 no. 10 (the identification is not explicitly 
made, but the man in AE 1954, 139 is treated under the same RE number as the man in CIL III 175); 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 520 (the identification seems to be indicated by the use of the reference "PIR? I 


104 O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


any case, it is certain that the consul of 193 had (at least) the names C. lulius Erucius 
Clarus and that his abbreviated nomenclature was C. Erucius Clarus. He was no doubt 
the son of Erucius Clarus cos. ord. 170 (PIR? E 95), but, according to Syme, RP II 
491, "adopted, not of the blood". However, this does not seem to be the case: the consul 
of 170, too, certainly had the nomen Julius, so that the item C. Julius in the 
nomenclature of his son cannot come from an adoption. Let us have a look at what we 
know of the names of the consul of 170. He is called, as consul, C. Erucius Clarus in 
CIL XI 619 and in M. Torelli, Elogia Tarquiniensia (1975) 163 no. 13, but Sex. 
Erucius Clarus in the documentary papyri CPL 214 and 215. Since he was most 
probably a Sex. Erucius by birth, being no doubt the son (or perhaps rather the 
grandson) of Sex. Erucius Clarus, cos. II ord. in 146 (PIR? E 96), the fact that he is 
sometimes given the praenomen C. can be explained only by supposing that this 
praenomen belongs to another nomen than Erucius. Since his son is a C. Iulius Erucius 
it seems more than probable that the missing name is /ulius. The consul of 170 was thus 
probably called something like "C. Iulius (Sex.) Erucius Clarus", the new praenomen 
normally replacing the original one. Perhaps it was he who had been adopted by a C. 
Iulius, not his son, who only inherited the two nomina from his father. 

27. Cn. Octavius Titinius Capito, ab epistulis under Domitian, Nerva and Trajan, 
subsequently prefect of the vigiles (PIR? О 62). All four names appear in two 
inscriptions from Rome set up by the man himself, CIL VI 798 z ILS 1448 and AE 
1934, 154 ([Cn. Oc]tavius etc.); called Titinius Capito by Pliny, epist. 1,17,1; 8,12,1. 

28. Cn. Marcius Cn.f. Stel. Rustius Rufinus from Beneventum, prefect of the 
vigiles at least from 205 to 207 (PIR? M 264). The full name is attested in the funerary 
inscription of Rufinus' daughter, CIL IX 1583 and in the somewhat fragmentary 
honorary inscriptions CIL IX 1582 = ILS 1343 and CIL X 1127, these two also giving 
the filiation (CIL X 1127 - not from Beneventum! - adds the tribe), collocated between 
Marcius and Rustius. Three inscriptions from Ostia honouring members of the Severan 
family and mentioning Rufinus as praef. vigil. also give the full name, but use the 
abbreviation M. of the first nomen (CIL XIV 4381 = ILS 2155; 4386; 4387). The short 
name of this man was (Cn.) Rustius Rufinus (CIL VI 1056 = ILS 2156; CIL XIV 
4378; AE 1946, 189 = 1949, 170, with Rusticus instead of Rustius); and the daughter 
of this man was a Rustia Sabina (CIL IX 1583). Rustius was thus clearly this man's 


525 (cf. E 98"). 

40 Triarius comes after Erucius in CIL III 175, whereas the order of these names is Triarius Erucius 
in AE 1954, 139; but this should not be considered to speak against the identification, since we do in 
fact have attestations for some variation in the order of names in the nomenclature of polyonymi; in the 
nomenclature of C. Tullius Capito Pomponianus, etc., cos. 84 (below, f 4) the order of the two 
cognomina is that given above in CIL XVI 30 and AE 1942/43, 35, but Pomponianus Capito in AE 
1957, 175 and 1969/70, 696; in the nomenclature of Pompeius Falco cos. 108 (below, e 10) Coelius 
comes before Murena in ILS 1035, but after it in I. Ephesos 713; L. Cl. Pollio Iulius Iulianus 
Gallicanus in CIL X 1249 is most probably identical with [L.] Cl. Pollio Iulianus (Iu]lius Gallicanus in 
CIL X 1111 (PIR2 C 967). Cf. also L. Stertinius Quintilianus (etc.) Clodius Nummus (Ch. III, I 2), in 
whose nomenclature the item Acilius Strabo appears once in the middle, once at the end. 
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main nomen; but the praenomen Cn. seems to belong to the nomen Marcius (though 
there were Cn. Rustii in Beneventum, cf. CIL IX 1945, Rustia T., Cn. [l. --- ]), since 
our man is one way or another no doubt a descendant of a certain Cn. Marcius Rufinus 
named as a landowner in Beneventum in the Trajanic inscription CIL IX 1455 = ILS 
6509 (PIR? M 245). One cannot help wondering how to explain Rufinus' nomenclature. 
Because of the Cn. Marcius Rufinus one might be tempted to assume that he was a 
Marcius whose mother was a Rustia; but the fact that his main nomen was evidently 
Rustius seems to make this less likely (though, as we have seen, there are attestations 
for a name inherited from the mother used as the main nomen). Thus it is perhaps better 
to assume that there were both Rustii Rufini and Marcii Rufini in Beneventum, which is 
certainly not hard to believe, and that our man was a Rustius Rufinus adopted by a Cn. 
Marcius - or better, that our man was a son of a Rustius adopted by a Cn. Marcius. 

For more examples of the name type treated here, where the second nomen is used in 
the abbreviated nomenclature, see PIR? M 365. O 127 (first century); PIR? G 135. I 
340; PIR T 322. V 144 (second century); PIR? A 1567. С 154. H 211. M 320. N 190 
(Severan and later); CIL VIII 11033 = ILTun. 15, P. Curio P f. Servilio Draconi ... 
[P.(?) Serv]ilius Pr[imus p]atrono. | 


b) Names of the type P + N + N + C, where the first nomen 
appears in the abbreviated nomenclature 


1. T. Rustius Nummius Gallus, cos. suff. 34 (RE IA 1244 no.5).41 Known only 
from consular dates. Called by all four names in CIL VI 244 = ILS 7358 and in AE 
1985, 564a, but T. Rustius Gallu[s] in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 42). 

2. C. Ummidius C.f. Ter. Durmius Quadratus, cos. suff. probably in 39/4042 (RE 
Suppl. IX 1827-31 no. 4). The full name is used in the honorary inscription CIL X 5182 
= ILS 972 (including filiation and tribe) and in CIL II 172 = ILS 190 (where Quadratus 
is named as legate of Lusitania); and it was probably used also in the now fragmentary 
Syrian inscription AE 1907, 194 (mentioning Quadratus as governor); the short name 
(C.) Ummidius Quadratus appears in Inscr. It. XIII 1, 305 (where the praetorship of 
our man in AD 18 is recorded) and in Tacitus and Josephus (cited in full by Corbier, 
Aerarium 44ff.). Ummidia Quadratilla PFOS no. 829 (and 830?) was probably 
Quadratus' daughter. It is usually said that he was either a Durmius adopted by a C. 
Ummidius or an Ummidius whose mother was a Durmia.*3 All scholars agree in 
regarding M. Durmius, moneyer in c. 19 BC (PIR? D 209) as a relative or the natural 
father of our man. 

3. C. Calpetanus Rantius Sedatus, cos. suff. perhaps in 47 and legate of Dalmatia 


41 Possibly from Interamna Nahars: Arctos 22, 1988, 121ff. 

42 G. Camodeca, Puteoli 11, 1987, 21 note 18. 

43 Syme, RP II 660; Corbier, Aerarium 48; A. Licordari, Tituli 5, 1982, 25. 

44 See also R. Hanslik, RE Suppl. IX 1831, according to whom Quadratus had "received" ("erhalten") 


his second nomen from the moneyer. 
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(PIR2 C 235). The full name is used in CIL VI 916 = 31201 and ILJug. 2064 
(fragmentary), inscriptions in which Sedatus is named as curator tabularum publicarum 
and as legate of Dalmatia, respectively. Calpetanus was possibly this man's main 
nomen, since in a wax tablet from Herculaneum (G. Camodeca, Puteoli 11, 1987, 18; 
Actes Degrassi 49) he is called as consul C. Calpetanus (Sedatus) three times (but once 
C. Rantius [Sedatus]) and since a certain Гбёлос КаАлттбуос Anpootpatos in 
Apollonia (SEG II 362) had possibly received Roman citizenship through our man, and 
as a Roman citizen took Sedatus' main nomen. C. Calpetanus C.f. Statius Rufus (PIR? 
C 236) was probably our man's (adoptive?) father, and he himself seems to have 
adopted C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis Valerius Festus (see Ch. III, K 1). 

4. T. Sextius Magius Lateranus, cos. ord. 94 (RE IIA 2049f. no. 30). Called by all 
four names in some consular dates (CIL VI 25527 = ILS 7869; FOst., ed. Vidman p. 
45; CPL 104 = ILS 9059), and the complete nomenclature is obviously also attested in 
CIL VI 26539, where the original reading must have been nutrix T. Sexti Magi Laterani 
(transmitted text: MAGNATERAE). The short name of the consul was, however, 
certainly T. Sextius Lateranus, since his freedmen are Sextii,4> since he is obviously 
closely related to the T. Sextii Africani (consuls in 59 and 112) and to the T. Sextii 
Laterani (consuls in 154 and 197),46 and finally, since he seems in fact to have been | 
called T. Sextius Lateranus in two fragmentary consular dates, CIL VI 1988 (cf. Groag, 
RE IIA 2049), 5797.47 If the consul's mother was a Magia, which seems quite likely, it 
should be noted that his father may have married below the family's standards (the 
consul of 59 is described as nobilis iuvenis in the late forties, Tac. ann. 13,19), for 
Magii of some status are not recorded between the early first and the third century. 

5. Ap. Annius Trebonius Gallus, cos. ord. 108 (PIR? A 692). Unless he is identical 
with a certain Gallus mentioned in HA, Hadr. 2,7, this man is known only from 
consular dates. The full name is used in CIL VI 680 and (probably) in the diploma RIB 
2401.4, the short name Appius Annius Gallus in CIL VI 29681 and (probably) in CPL 
150. For App. Annius Falernus, this man's calator, see CIL VI 31034 and 32445 (and 
Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 138ff.). It is usually assumed, no doubt correctly, that 
our man was the son of Appius Annius Gallus, cos. suff. in 66/67 (PIR2 A 653) and the 
father of Appius Annius Gallus cos. suff. in ?139 (PIR? A 654); W. Eck (RE Suppl. 
XIV 810 Trebonius 12a; cf. Vidman, Fasti Ostienses p. 71) first suggested that the 
second nomen Trebonius might come from P. Trebonius cos. suff. in 53, and M.-Th. 


45 T. Sextius Laterani lib. Eutychus in CIL XIV 3680 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 198 must be a freedman of 
the consul of 94, since his son is called T. Sextius Magianus and thus obviously has a cognomen 
formed from the second nomen of the consul. (For other examples of freedmen giving their children 
cognomina identical with or derived from the cognomina of their patrons see CIL XIV 4242 - Inscr. It. 
IV 1, 109 = ILS 1044; CIL XIV 2523). The nutrix in CIL VI 26539 (see above) is a Sextia Thais. 

46 That the Africani and the Laterani were close relatives is clear from CIL VI 1518 (cf. e.g. Wiseman, 
Roman Studies 23). 

47 The reading of the consular date in CIL II 3089 = 5095 = AE 1986, 391 is said to have possibly 
been Torquato et Ma(gio?) cos., but nothing should be inferred from this. 
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Raepsaet-Charlier now plausibly assumes the existence of a (Trebonia), a daughter of the 
consul of 53 and wife of Annius Gallus cos. 66/67 (PFOS no. 764). 

6. M. Atilius Metilius Bradua, cos. ord. 108 (PIR? A 1302). The full name is used 
of this man in the consular date in CIL VI 680; he is called M. Atilius Bradua in the 
building inscription CIL IX 3152 = ILS 5676 (where Bradua and M'. Aviola cos. 122 
are named as bonor(um) possessor(es) of Ser. Dolabella cos. 113) and, apparently, in 
the honorary inscription I. Olympia 620 = ILS 8824a - R. Bol, Das Statuenprogramm 
des Herodes-Atticus-Nympháums (Olymp. Forsch. 15, 1984) no. 11, where the nomen 
is in fact given (in the accusative) as 'Алллоу; but scholars now agree in regarding this 
as the stonecutter's mistake.48 M. Atilius Postumus Bradua, proconsul of Asia 
probably in the time of Domitian (PIR? A 1303), was no doubt our man's father, and 
many scholars now quite plausibly assume that this father was married to a Metilia.*? 
M. Atilius Metilius Bradua Cauci(dius Tertullus] etc., a proconsul of Africa known from 
IRT 517, seems to have been our man's son. > 

7. L. Bruttius Quintius Crispinus, cos. ord. 187, the son of C. Bruttius Praesens, 
cos. ord. in 153 and in 180, and the brother of the empress Bruttia Crispina. The full 
name is attested in CIL VI 7582 - ILS 8265 (funerary inscription of a freedman of the 
father), the short name L. Bruttius Crispinus in consular dates: CIL XIV 5356; CIL X 
1784 = ILS 6334; Diz. epigr. IV 1999 (Lucus Feroniae); AE 1961, 156 (Gallia 
Narbonensis, praenomen given erroneously as G.). The item Quintius Crispinus 
reminds one of the patrician Quin(c)tii Crispini who probably died out after the consul of 
AD 2; but it seems better not to take the names Quintius and Crispinus as necessarily 
belonging together, since the cognomen Crispinus (also used by the sister of our man, 
see above) probably comes from the grandmother Laberia Marcia Hostilia Crispina 
Moecia Cornelia (PFOS no. 478), the wife of C. Bruttius Praesens cos. II ord. 139, for 
whom the nomen Quintius is not attested. So perhaps the mother of the consul of 187 
and of the empress was a Quintia: the name of the wife of C. Bruttius Praesens cos. II 
180 is in fact unknown. 

8. P. Martius Sergius Saturninus, cos. ord. 198 (PIR? M 346). All four names are 
known from CIL VI 1979 (fasti of the Palatine Salii); called P. Ma[rtius Saturn] inus as 
consul in CIL XIV 4562,2a. No doubt the son of P. Martius Verus cos. II ord. 179 
(PIR? M 348), who is named along with our man in the fistula CIL XV 7504 (Ofilli 
Macedonis et Marti Veri et Sergi Saturnini). (The omission of the main nomen is 


48 See Thomasson, Statthalter II 103f.; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 201; G. Di Vita-Evrard, 
MEFRA 93, 1981, 224; Birley, Fasti 92; Eck, Statthalter 233. It is, by the way, noteworthy that the 
second nomen is omitted in this honorary inscription; honorary inscriptions tend to enumerate the 
complete nomenclature of the man honoured. But this is, of course, a Greek inscription from Greece. 

49 Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 201, Birley, Fasti 92; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 543. 

50 G. Di Vita-Evrard, MEFRA 93, 1981, 183-209 and Tituli 4, 1982, 468-70. According to her one of 
the cognomina of the proconsul was / --- Jblicus (instead of [AtJticus, the earlier reading of the name), 
but only one cognomen ending in -blicus is attested, Stablicus (AE 1982, 958 from Thamugadi), 
which cannot be considered in this case. 
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surely due to the need of abbreviation in a document like this: there was no use in 
repeating the name Marti.) The two Martii seem to have come from Tolosa in southern 
Gaul, from which we have attestations not only for P. Martii, but also for a Sergia 
Saturnina (see now Leunissen 362 + note 91), and so the names Sergius and 
Saturninus seem to belong together. Perhaps Martius Verus was married to a Sergia. 

9. M. Annius Flavius Libo, cos. ord. 204 (PIR? A 648). The full name is known 
from the fasti of the Palatine Salii, CIL VI 1979 and from the consular date in P. Dura 
31,22, where, however, the praenomen is omitted and the two nomina are in the order 
QAaviov 'Avviov; otherwise called as consul (M.) Annius Libo in De Rossi, ICVR! 
(1861) 4, I. Ephesos 2121 (fragmentary) and in the sacrae litterae of 204 (T. Drew- 
Bear, P. Herrmann and W. Eck, Chiron 7, 1977, 355ff.), but (erroneously, or at least 
misleadingly) Flabius Libo CIL VI 2003. C. Castillo, Gerion 2, 1984, 243, thinks that 
the consul might be a Flavius adopted by one of the Annii Libones; but since the name 
Flavius has been inserted between Annius and Libo, these two names certainly 
belonging together (cf. the Annii Libones PIR? A 667f.), I think it is preferable to 
assume that this man was an Annius Libo somehow related to Flavii.52 

For other examples of this name type, where the second nomen is omitted from the 
abbreviated name, see, e.g., PIR? A 13 and L 181. Note also that Q. Sertorius Q.f. 
Alpius Pica, the earliest precisely datable man with two nomina (along with Q. Sertorius 
Q.f. Atilius Tacitus, both known from CIL XI 1421 = ILS 140 from the year AD 4), 
may have been identical with the Q. Sertorius Q.f. Pica named in CIL XI 1420 = ILS 
139 (cf. above, Ch. IV, note 9). 


c) Longer names that include the sequence N + N, where the first nomen 
appears in the abbreviated nomenclature 


1. Sex. Tadius Sex.f. Vol. Lusius Nepos Paullinus, proconsul sortitus of Creta- 
Cyrenae after other senatorial offices, e.g. a legateship in Macedonia, CIL IX 4119 (RE 
IVA 2000f. no. 6). Dated usually to the second century,?2 but a somewhat earlier date 
in the late first century is not excluded, cf. C. Bruun, Opusc. IRF 4, 1989, 113. During 
the legateship of her husband in Macedonia, Mulvia Placida, the wife of this senator, 


51 Father and son: e.g. F. Miltner, RE XIV 2024 no. 4; G. Alfóldy, BJ 168, 1968, 147 and Konsulat 
317; Petersen, PIR? M 356; Leunissen 372. 

32 He was surely a grandson of M. Annius Libo cos. suff. 161 (PIR? A 668 cf. RMD 55. 107, AE 
1971, 29). M. Annius Sabinus Libo, curator of Lavinium in 161 or later (CIL XIV 2070 = ILS 6183, 
dedicated to Divus Antoninus Aug., PIR? A 688) may have been his father (thus e.g. Groag in PIR; 
Birley, Marcus Aurelius? 243; but Jacques, Curateurs 311ff. prefers to consider the curator as the 
brother of the consul of 161 and the father of the consul of 204). According to Birley, loc. cit., the 
"names 'Flavius' and 'Sabinus' suggest descent from the imperial Flavian family, perhaps through one of 
the seven children of T. Flavius Clemens cos. ord. 95". 

53 See e.g. W. Eck, Festschrift F. Vitünghoff (1980) 288; B. Remy, ZPE 43, 1981, 307-15; 
Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 458. 
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mentioned also in CIL IX 4119, calls herself Mulvia C f. Placida ... Tadi Nepotis (CIL 
III 7316), thus revealing her husband's abbreviated nomenclature. Remembering Lusia 
Paullina PFOS no.512 (cf. above p. 24) one might be tempted to assume that the names 
Lusius and Paullinus belong together and that our man was related to her. But this 
Lusia Paullina was married to a Vettulenus and belongs to the earlier first century, and so 
it is better not to speculate on what may well be only a coincidence. Even if Lusius and 
Paullinus do belong together, there does not need to be a connection between our man 
and Paullina. There were surely many Lusii and Lusiae in Italy who had the cognomen 
Paullinus or Paullina. 

2. T. Mustius C.f. Fab. Hostilius Fabricius Medulla Augurinus, a knight adlected to 
the senate inter tribunicios by Nerva, then praetor, CIL V 2822 from Patavium (PIR? M 
759). Probably identical with Must(ius) Aug(urinus), the husband of a Sab(inia?) C f. 
Quinta named in brick stamps from the ager Patavinus, CIL V 8110, 288; E. Buchi, 
Atti Acc. Roveretana degli Agiati 229, 1979, 161 no. 26.5^ M.A. Welborn Baldwin 
(Fasti Cretae et Cyrenarum [Diss. Univ. Michigan 1983] 183) suggests, observing ibid. 
193 note 20 that there are many C. Hostilii in and around Patavium, that this man may 
have been a C. Hostilius adopted by a T. Mustius; Raepsaet-Charlier, on the other hand, 
refers the filiation to a father also called Mustius?? and, agreeing with Groag, Petersen 
and Alföldy>® that the Augurinus named in CIL V 2829 = ILS 6692 is our man's 
father, reconstructs the father's name as "C. Mustius Augurinus" (PFOS 543). 

3. M. Metilius P.f. Cl. Aquillius Regulus Nepos Volusius Torquatus Fronto, cos. 
ord. 157 (PIR? M 540). The full name as given above is used in the honorary inscription 
CIL XIV 2501 = ILS 1075; otherwise this man is called, as consul, M. Metilius 
Regulus: CIL VI 376 = ILS 3670; RMD 102. 103.57 Because of the filiation and the 
tribe it seems almost certain that the senator is a son of P. Metilius P.f. Cla. Secundus 
cos. suff. in 123 or 124 (PIR? M 549).58 It has been suggested that his father may have 
married an Aquillia related to M. Aquillius Regulus PIR? A 1005,59 and this seems 


54 Thus e.g. G. Alföldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 339; L. Petersen, PIR? M 759; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS no. 
677. 

55 The praenomen C. is attested in combination with the nomen Mustius: in the Cisalpina there is 
one C. Mustius in Opitergium, CIL V 8110, 258. For other C. Mustii see RE Mustius 2 = C. Nicolet, 
L'ordre équestre à l'époque républicaine II (1974) no. 241; CIL VI. XII. III. VIII; CIL IV 3340, 31; 
Epigraphica 18, 1956, 69f. no. 41 (Atria); IG XII 3, 1264. 

56 E, Groag, PIR? A 1209; L. Petersen, PIR? M 759; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 33. 

57 The inscriptions CIL XIV 2410 = ILS 6190 and L. Gasperini, Aletrium (Quad. dell'ist. di storia ed 
arte del Lazio meridionale 2,1, 1965) 41 no. 21, cited in PIR as attestations of the name M. Metilius 
Regulus, are in fact fragmentary and in both only the cognomen has been preserved. But the correct 
restoration in both inscriptions is no doubt /M. Metilio] Regulo. | 
58 Thus Alfóldy, Konsulat 324 and Tituli 5, 1982, 358. But L. Petersen in PIR? M 540, perhaps not 
paying attention to the consular dates, thinks that Metilius Regulus could also be regarded as the son of 
P. Metilius Nepos cos. 103. Birley, Fasti 85, on the other hand, seems to hold the view that M. 
Metilius Regulus was an adoptive, not a natural son of P. Metilius Secundus, but this does not seem 
likely. 
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plausible enough (note that in favour of this suggestion one can adduce the praenomen 
M. of our man, for which there are no previous attestations among members of this 
branch of the Metilii). Surely this Aquillia cannot be identified with a certain /ulia 
A[quillia?] (sic!), mater Fronto[nis], known from CIL XIV 2445, though some 
scholars have thought 50:60 the restoration of this Iulia's cognomen is not even 
probable, and nothing in this inscription suggests that she had anything to do with 
senators; and the mother of a son who was known as Regulus®! would certainly not 
have called him Fronto, even if Fronto was one of his secondary cognomina. 

4. P. Vigellius Raius Plarius Saturninus Atilius Braduanus Caucidius Tertullus, 
consul in the middle sixties, proconsul of Africa in 180/181 (RE VIIIA 2569f. no. 3). 
The full name is given in honorary inscriptions: CIL III 775 = 6183 = ISM V 145 = ILS 
1116 from Troesmis; G.E. Bean, The Inscriptions of Side (1966) 115 (= AE 1966, 470) 
and 176. (An unpublished inscription from Perge is referred to by W. Eck in: Heer und 
Integrationspolitik [1986] 532; on ISM V 11 see Alfóldy, Konsulat 365ff.) Called 
Vigellius Saturninus by Tertullian, Scap. 3. 

5. C. Matius C.f. Collin. Sabinius Sullin(us) Vatinian(us) Anicius Maximus 
Caesulen(us) Martialis Pisibanus Lepidus, a patrician, consul probably between 188/9 
and 193 (PIR? M 370; for the date of the consulate see Leunissen 404ff.). The full name 
is known from the honorary inscription CIL V 1812 = ILS 1122; called C. Martius 
Sullinus in CIL VI 1980 (fasti of the Palatine Salii, where the fact that he was replaced 
in 186 is reported).92 

6. M. Nummius Umbrius Primus M.f. Gal. (Pal. ILS 1149) Senecio Albinus, cos. 
ord. 206 (PIR2 N 238).63 The full name is given in the honorary inscriptions CIL VI 
1475 and CIL V 4347 = Inscr. It. X 5, 137 = ILS 1149, both collocating the filiation 
and the tribe between Primus and Senecio. Called M. Nummius Senecio Albinus in 
the honorary inscription CIL II 3741 and in the fasti of the Palatine Salii CIL VI 1980 
([M. Num]mius etc.); the same fasti (CIL VI 1982) also use the name form [(M.?). 
Nu]mmius Senecio of our man, elected pontifex in 199. As consul he is called 
Nummius Albinus in CIL VI 1872 = ILS 7266; CIL VI 29691; BGU 913; Dig. 24,1,32 


59 E. Groag, RE XV 1402; note that Groag does not identify the father with P. Metilius Secundus. 

60 G B. De Rossi, Bull. Arch. Crist. 1872, 148; M. Fluss, RE XV 1399; L. Petersen, PIR2 I 639; 
Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 302 note 121; cf. Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 369f. 

61 See above on the abbreviated nomenclature of M. Metilius Regulus; and note in addition that in 
consular dates from the year 157 where only the cognomina of the consuls are given our man is regularly 
called Regulus. i 

62 | do not think that our man could be identified with a certain [Pi]sibanius Lepidus in CIL VI 32321; 
in fact, I think that Groag (in PIR2 C 1343) is right in suspecting that CIL VI 32321 is not a list of 
names at all, but a text naming one man only, whose nomenclature included the item Pisibanus 
(written here Pisibanius) Lepidus. Note that Pisibanus is a nomen, not a cognomen; for a Pisibania 
Lepida in Viterbo see CIL XI 3003a cf. p. 1313 = ILS 5771add. | 

63 There are some inaccuracies in the enumeration of the different name forms attested for this man in 
PIR; some minor mistakes can also be detected in Thomasson, SPQR 50. 


Comm. Hum. Litt. Vol. 97 111 


pr.; in documents using only one name of each consul he is usually called Albinus, but 
Senecio in IMS IV 104 and CIL VIII 6985 = ILAlg. II 663.64 And note finally that his 
freedmen are M. Nummii (M. Nummius Euhodus ILS 1149) and that M. Nummius 
Senecio Albinus cos. ord. 227 (PIR? N 235) was certainly his son. It is often assumed 
that our man was a son of a Nummius Albinus adopted by M. Umbrius M.f. Gal. 
Primus, consul in the late second century and proconsul of Asia (Barbieri, Albo 123f. 
no. 539; cf. Leunissen 393);65 but this seems most unlikely, since a Nummius adopted 
by a M. Umbrius should be called "M. Umbrius Nummius", not "M. Nummius 
Umbrius". A better solution is that proposed by L. Petersen in PIR? N 238, namely that 
our man is a son of M. Umbrius Primus, "adoptione in nomen acceptus ... a Nummio 
quodam Albino"; the adoptive father would then, of course, have to be a M. Nummius. 
This solution also provides a good explanation for the tribe Gal. (Pal. in ILS 1149, 
though accepted by Schumacher [see note 67], is surely a mistake) of our senator: if the 
adoption was testamentary he would keep the tribe of his natural father M. Umbrius 
Primus (who was from Compsa, cf. G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 143). On the other 
hand, the nomenclature of the senator would not seem to offer much support for this 
` solution: if he was an Umbrius adopted by testament by a Nummius it certainly seems 
strange that the item Umbrius Primus appears only in the complete nomenclature of the 
senator and that his son and freedmen are M. Nummii (and his daughter a Nummia 
Varia: PIR? N 240, cf. M. Kajava, Arctos 21, 1987, 38-41). This could be easily 
explained if the senator was in fact a Nummius whose mother was an Umbria or in some 
other way connected with the consul M. Umbrius Primus. But assuming this we would 
also have to assume that Galeria was the tribe of the Nummii, too; but we know, as far 
as I can see, absolutely nothing of the local origin of the Nummii.© (That the mother of 
the emperor Didius Iulianus (from Mediolanum) was apparently for some time also 
married to a Nummius, Didius Iulianus being, according to the Historia Augusta (Did. 
2,1) the brother of a certain Nummius Albinus, is, of course, of no use in the 
determination of the origin of the Nummii.) Therefore I think that as long as we have no 
new evidence that might help to solve the problem, it is probably better to consider that 
the consul of 206 was an Umbrius from Compsa who had been adopted by a M. 
Nummius and who for some reason preferred to be known under the adoptive, not under 
the paternal nomen. For an explanation of the fact that he is called civis et patronus (of 


64 p. Mich. VII 451 = CPL 197, said to have been dated JII Id. Decembres Prim[o --- et --- cos.], 
which is referred to the year 206 e.g. in PIR (there are no other years in which the nomenclature of one 
of the consuls included the item Primus), is better left out of the discussion; cf. J.F. Gilliam, AJPh 71, 
1950, 436 = Id., Roman Army Papers (1986) 57. 

65 E. Groag, RE XVII 1413 no.18 (speaking of a testamentary adoption); Barbieri, Albo p. 124; 
Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 207; Jacques, Curateurs 176; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 626; Leunissen 
215. 358; G.L. Gregori, Brescia romana I (1990) 134. 

66 The Nummii are said to have originated in Brixia in PIR2 N 227. 229. 230; but the connection with 
Brixia seems to come from Vibia Salvia Varia, the wife of the consul of 206 (PFOS no. 803), who was 
probably from Brixia (G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 349; G.L. Gregori, Brescia romana I [1990] 200). 
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Beneventum) in AE 1969/70, 169 see G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 140. 143, who 
notes that the connection with Beneventum (which has been used as evidence for a 
Beneventan origin of the Nummii®’) has something to do with the Umbrii (and not with 
the Nummii). 

7. T. Caesernius T.f. Statius Quinct(ius) Pal. Macedo from Aquileia, procurator of 
Mauretania Caesariensis in 107 (PIR? C 181; Pflaum, Carrières no. 67). The full name, 
as given above, is used in the honorary inscription from Caesarea, ILS 9008, the short 
name T. Caesernius Macedo in CIL III 10224 = ILS 9193 (funerary inscription of a 
centurio, erected by Macedo himself in Sirmium) and in CIL XVI 56 = ILS 2003 
(naming Macedo as governor of Mauretania). No doubt the father of the senators T. 
Caesernius Statius Quinctius Macedo Quinctianus (short name: T. Caesernius Macedo 
(Quinctianus)) and T. Caesernius Statius Quinctius Statianus Memmius Macrinus (short 
name: T. Caesernius Statianus), consuls in ?138 and 141 (PIR?C 182. 183; Alföldy, 
Konsulat 347ff.). 

For further examples see, e.g., PIR? F 541 (L. Fulvius Gavius Numisius Petronius 
Aemilianus = Fulvius Aemilianus) and PIR R 13 (L. Ragonius Urinatius Larcius 
Quintianus = L. Ragonius Quintianus). 


d) Names of the type P + N + N + C (+ C), where the praenomen 
differs from that given in the filiation 


Under this heading I shall enumerate some names which might be interpreted as adoptive 
because of the difference in the praenomina of the son and of the father (we would then 
of course have to postulate that we are dealing with testamentary adoptions). Note that 
names of this type for which a short form is known (e.g. Q. Glitius P.f. Atilius ЕСО 
= Q. Atilius Agricola) have already been dealt with above. 

l. C. Seius M.f. Quir. Calpurnius Quadratus Sittianus, a senator with a career 
ending in the proconsulate of Gallia Narbonensis perhaps in the late second century, CIL 
XIV 2831, an inscription on a sarcophagus (RE IIA 1122 no. 7). Though it has been 
said that this man's origin is unknown® there can be no doubt that a man who is called 
both Seius and Sittianus and who has the tribe Quirina is an African. This has, of 
course, been seen by Syme (RP III 1108; IV 211 note 58). Let me only add the detail 
that our man is obviously another senator from Cirta, where Calpurnii, Seii and, of 
course, Sittii are well attested (see H.-G- Pflaum, Scripta varia 1 [1978] 163f., 168f.); 
note especially /Sittia] C. Si[tti Qua]drati f. Cal[pur]nia Extricata in CIL VIII 7120 = 
ILAlg. II 694 (called /SittiJa C. filia [Cal]purnia [Extr]icata in CIL VIII 7119 = ILALg. 


67 Thus e.g. Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 206. (Schumacher, by the way, thinks that the tribe Pal. 
in ILS 1149 is not a mistake, but that the Nummii were in the tribe Palatina and that the consul of 206 
changed his tribe to the Galeria after the adoption; this, however, seems most unlikely: note that ILS 
1149, too, already has the adoptive(?) nomenclature.) 

68 Pflaum, Narbonnaise 26. This senator is not mentioned in Tituli 5 among the senators whose origin 
is known (or suspected). 
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II 693), with whom the senator may have been connected in some way. Perhaps he is a 
Calpurnius M.f. adopted by a C. Seius, though, since he is an African, the possibility 
that he is the son of a M. Seius can certainly not be excluded.99 

2. Cn. Cornelius C.f. Palat. Pomponius Martialis equo pub., AE 1950, 82 
(Hispellum), adding municipal offices. Perhaps a Pomponius C.f. adopted by a Cn. 
Cornelius. 

3. Ti. Claudius L.f. Helvius Secundus, an equestrian officer from the time of Trajan, 
AE 1925, 44 from Caesarea in Mauretania (PME C 143; M.G. Jarrett, ES 9, 1972, 
167f. no. 40). Most probably, as observed above (p. 17), a Helvius L.f. adopted by a 
Ti. Claudius, since it is far better to refer the filiation L.f. to a Helvius (the index of CIL 
VIII lists many L. Helvii) than to a Claudius. 

4. C. Praeconius P.f. Ventilius Magnus, eques Romanus, AE 1960, 249 from 
Parma (M.G. Arrigoni Bertini, Parmenses [1986] 153 no. 178).70 Perhaps a Ventilius 
P.f. adopted by a C. Praeconius, though the praenomen P. is attested only in 
combination with the nomen Praeconius.”1 

5. Gn. Munatius M.f. Pal. Aurelius Bassus, an equestrian officer whose career 
includes some civilian offices, CIL XIV 3955 = ILS 2740 (PME M 72; PIR? M 719). 
Dated by Eck and by Devijver to the early second century,?? but I think that Birley 
(Fasti 304) is right in assuming that this man is in fact the son of an imperial freedman 
M. Aurelius, who could then have been adopted by a Cn. Munatius.?? 

6. A. Ofillius Q.fil. Fabius Aquilinus Vitalis, nomenclator, Rend. Acc. Arch. 
Napoli 49, 1967, 6 (Puteoli). The praenomen Q. being typical of Fabii (cf. Vornamen 
199) it seems more than probable that the filiation refers to a father called Fabius and that 
this man was a Fabius adopted by an A. Ofillius. 

For other examples taken from inscriptions mentioning members of the plebs see 
Vornamen 369 note 64 (add C. Vettius L.f. Arn. Varius Rufus, CIL XI 2489 from 
Clusium; Q. Pompeius C.f. Vol. Frontacius Iulianus, Bull. Com. 90, 1985, 398 from 


Rome). 


69 For Africans having a praenomen differing from that of the father in the second and in the third 
century see Vornamen 372ff. 

70 Note that in the Année Épigraphique the second nomen is given by mistake as Ventidius (for the 
correct Ventilius see the original publication Epigraphica 22, 1960, 153, with photo). 

71 There are Ventilii in CIL VI (with the praenomen Q.), XIV (L., T.), VIII (C., L.); add 1. Cret. II 5, 
44 and Cod. Iust. 4,62,2. In addition to our man there are Praeconii only in CIL XI, 5119 (Praeconia 
P.l.) and 4438 (Praeconia C f.). 

72 Eck, Staatliche Organisation 86; Devijver, PME M 72. 

73 Note also the tribe Palatina. There is a Cn. Munatius Cn.f. Bassus in Nomentum (where Munatius 
Aurelius Bassus seems to have come from, cf. e.g. Birley, Fasti 304), CIL XIV 3951, thought to have 
been our man's son in PIR? M 719. But since this inscription cannot be dated, this man might as well 


be e.g. our man's adoptive father. A connection between the two is, of course, obvious. 
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e) Names of the type P + N + C + N + C (with variations), where the last item 
N + C appears in the abbreviated nomenclature 


1. [P.(?) Cal?]visius Sabinus Pomponius Secundus, cos. suff. 44, legate of 
Germania Superior in the early fifties (RE XXI 2356ff. + Suppl. XIV 443 no.103). 
Called as consul in inscriptions P. Pomponius Secundus: CIL VI 10399 = XI 3806; 
Inscr. It. XIII 1, 324/5 (both texts are somewhat fragmentary); literary sources use the 
name P. Pomponius (Tac. ann. 11,13,1) or, more often, Pomponius Secundus. 
Perhaps identical with P. Pomponius Secundus, a proconsul of Creta-Cyrenae, AE 
1963, 142 cf. QAL 12, 1987, 388.7^ The full name is attested in two inscriptions from 
Germania Superior, both fragmentary: CIL XIII 5201 + 5237 cf. Eck, Statthalter 19 (/ - 
-- Jvisio Sabino [ --- ]Jundo); CIL XIII 11515 cf. Eck, ibid. (/ --- Jno Pomponio 
Secund[o]). Brother of Q. Pomponius Secundus cos. suff. 41 (Tac. ann. 6,18,1). - 
Because of the Calvisii Sabini, the last of whom was consul in AD 26, scholars agree in 
assuming that the first nomen must have been [Cal]visius. The problem is that the 
inscriptions giving the full name of the senator have not preserved the praenomen; it is 
usually assumed that his full name was "P. Calvisius Sabinus Pomponius 
Secundus",75 but there is the possibility that the praenomen belongs to the nomen 
Pomponius, not to Calvisius (cf. L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius 
Galba), which would mean that the praenomen to be supplied in connection with 
Calvisius would be unknown. In this case one might think of restoring the praenomen 
C. and assuming that the senator had been adopted by C. Calvisius Sabinus cos. 26.76 
But perhaps he was called "P. Calvisius", etc., after all; in Spoletium (where the Calvisii 
Sabini came from) there is an inscription, CIL XI 7872, long thought lost, but now 
found and reread by L. Sensi, Ann. Fac. Lett. Perugia 21, 1983/4, 289ff. (AE 1986, 
228), where a P. Calvisius Sabi[nus] is named. L. Sensi refers this text to our man, 
restoring the inscription as follows: [no]mine P. Calvisi Sabi[ ni Pomponi Secundi ---]. 
This restoration is, of course, uncertain, but at least it is clear that a P. Calvisius Sabinus 
is named, and so the inscription shows that P. Calvisii Sabini existed along with the C. 
Calvisii. This again makes it possible to assume with some confidence that Pomponius 
Secundus' full nomenclature was indeed "P. Calvisius Sabinus" etc. and that he had 
been adopted by a P. Calvisius from Spoletium. 

2. C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Paetus, consul probably in 70 (G. Camodeca in 
Actes Degrassi 60) and proconsul of Asia (PIR? C 104, cf. L 33). The full name is 
known from a votive inscription to Silvanus from Minturnae, set up by a slave pro 
salute C. Laecani Bassi Caecinae Paeti; in other inscriptions from the same place the 
consul himself and a freedman use the short name form C. Caecina Paetus: ILS 9247- 


74 The identity is admitted by most scholars, but see Eck, Statthalter 20 note 6. 

75 See e.g. E. Groag, PIR2 C 354, cf. ibid. p. 86; R. Hanslik, RE XXI 2356; Vogel-Weidemann 186. 
381; L. Sensi, Tituli 5, 1982, 261; Thomasson 363 no.19; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 637. 

76 That he was adopted by a Calvisius Sabinus, but not necessarily the consul of 26, is suggested by 
Eck, Statthalter 20. 
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9247b (for the date of these inscriptions - in which no office is given for Paetus - see 
below). The name (C.) Caecina Paetus is also attested in other documents mentioning 
our man: CIL VI 200 = 30712 = ILS 6049 (as consul, c. AD 70); CIL VI 31548 = ILS 
5929 (as curator riparum, etc., in AD 74); CIL XV 7281 = ILS 8682 (fistula stamp 
from the time of Domitian; cf. C. Bruun, The Water Supply of Ancient Rome [1991] 
239f.); Milet I 9, 177 no. 360 = AE 1909, 138 (letter written by Paetus as proconsul of 
Asia in 80/81).77 His freedmen are C. Caecinae (CIL X 5375; ILS 92472). So far 
everything seems clear. But there is a problem, namely the inscription I. Ephesos 695, 
erected in honour of l'àvog Лолкбуліос В@ассос, 0 yevönevog &vObnatoc. It is not 
possible to refer this inscription to the consul of this name of 64 (for whom no 
proconsulate of Asia is attested and for whose proconsulate there does not even seem to 
be any room), since a certain L. Herennius Peregrinus, who was ypappatevs to В' 
during the proconsulate of the elder Trajan in 79/80 (I. Ephesos 412), is also named in I. 
Ephesos 695, but immediately after having left his office, along with the next 
grammateus, so that I. Ephesos 695 must be dated to 80/81.78 The consul of 64 died 
before AD 77 (cf. below), and so he is altogether ruled out. This leaves us with the fact 
that a senator who was usually known as C. Caecina Paetus is once called C. 
Laecanius Bassus. There is, I think, only one explanation for this, namely that the 
Ephesians who set up the inscription knew the complete name of the proconsul but 
ignored the fact that Caecina Paetus, not Laecanius Bassus, was the main part of the 
name. 

In any case, the nomenclature of the consul combines the names of A. Caecina 
Paetus cos. 37 (PIR? С 103) and С. Laecanius Bassus cos. 64 (PIR? L 31). Scholars 
agree in regarding our man as a son of the consul of 37 adopted by the consul of 64.79 
This conclusion does indeed seem almost inevitable, especially if one also considers the 
fact (pointed out by Syme, RP IV 160f. 377; cf. also RP V 516) that the tribe of our 
senator was the Sabatina (the tribe can be inferred from the nomenclature of his son C. 
Laecanius C.f. Sab. Bassus Caecina Flaccus, known from CIL IX 39; cf. above p. 88). 
The Sabatina was the tribe of the Caecinae from Volaterrae, whereas the Laecanii, who 
came from Pola, were in the Velina (cf. G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 330). This means 
that the adoption must have been testamentary. Now, Laecanius Bassus, the consul of 
64, died when Pliny the Elder was writing his Natural History, finished in AD 77 


77 Since this is a letter (to the Milesian archons) there is no need to suspect (with E. Groag, RE XII 
397; PIR? C 104) that before Kouxtva: Báococog the beginning of the complete name of the proconsul is 
missing on the stone. By the late first century AD, only one nomen and one cognomen were used in 
informal texts such as letters; cf. Vornamen 392. 

78 Cf. W. Eck, ZPE 45, 1982, 145f. That the proconsul named in I. Ephesos 695 is the consul of 
(probably) 70 is not held in doubt; cf. e.g. PIR2 L 33; Thomasson 219 no. 72. 

79 Thus e.g. Groag, PIR? C 104; Syme, RP IV 160. 377. VII 622; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 290; 
G. Camodeca, Scritti Guarino (1984) 2200 = Puteoli 6, 1982, 13, note 44; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 
113. G. Alfóldy, on the other hand (Tituli 5, 1982, 330 no. 5), prefers to identify the adoptive father 
with the consul of AD 40 (he, too, called C. Laecanius Bassus: PIR2 L 30). 
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(condentibus haec nobis 26,5; cf. nuper 36, 203), i.e. probably in the early or middle 
seventies, and so the adoption seems to have taken place only after Caecina Paetus had 
held the consulship in c. 70 (the terminus ante quem for the adoption is AD 80, since 
Paetus has the adoptive item in his nomenclature as proconsul of Asia, cf. above). From 
this it follows that Paetus was probably an ex-consul or even an ex-proconsul of Asia at 
the time of the erection of the inscriptions from Minturnae, ILS 9247-9247b (cf. above), 
although no offices are mentioned for him in these inscriptions. The consul of 64 may, 
by the way, have had a second adoptive son, if he is (as e.g. L. Petersen [PIR? L 31] 
and Alfóldy [Tituli 5, 1982, 330] think) identical with C. Lecanius (sic?) C.f. Vel. 
Bassus in CIL VI 21010, a now lost inscription (copied by Cyriacus), erected by a 
certain C. Lecanius Bassus Paccius Paelignus (now attested as proconsul of Creta- 
Cyrenae: SEG XXXII 869). 

2. Q. Iulius Cordinus Rutilius Gallicus = C. Rutilius Gallicus, cos. I probably in 72 
(G. Camodeca in Actes Degrassi 62 with note 72), cos. II ?85 (RE IA 1255-63 no. 19; 
Syme, RP VII 623ff.). Called, as cos. des., i.e. shortly before the first consulate, C. 
Rutilius C f. Stel. Gallicus in the honorary inscription erected by an equestrian officer, 
I. Ephesos 715 = ILS 9499 (for other attestations of the short name see below). The full 
name is attested in 74 in two fragmentary inscriptions from Africa, AE 1979, 648f., 
where Gallicus was legate on a special mission, and in 78 in CIL XVI 23 = ILS 9052 
(where he is named as legate of Germania Inferior), and further in the fragmentary and 
not datable (honorary?) inscription CIL V 7089 from Augusta Taurinorum (Gallicus' 
patria). Scholars seem to agree in regarding the item Q. Julius Cordinus as adoptive,30 
and this does seem likely enough. Some of the scholars named in note 80 add that the 
adoption must have taken place after the designation to the first consulate and before 78 
(or rather before 74, cf. the recently published inscriptions from Africa). That is 
possible, but not certain. In the honorary inscription from Ephesus it is true that Gallicus 
is called, as consul designate, C. Rutilius Gallicus; but he was often called (C.) 
Rutilius Gallicus even after he had been adopted, most notably in CIL V 6988 = ILS 
1007 C. Rutilio Gallico cos. II T. Flavius Scapula (cf. CIL V 6989). If he could be 
called C. Rutilius Gallicus in an honorary inscription from his home town after his 
second consulate, it seems to me quite possible that the adoptive items could have been 
omitted in the Ephesian inscription, too, which would mean that we could not use this 
inscription as a terminus post quem. Be that as it may, what is certain is that (C.) 
Rutilius Gallicus was the senator's main name; it is attested also in the following 
documents (and, of course, in Statius' Silvae). Before the first consulate: CIL III 4591 
(naming Gallicus as legate of the legion XV Apollinans, still under Claudius); CIL VI 


80 E. Groag, RE IA 1256; A.B. Bosworth, Athenaeum 51, 1973, 73 note 130; Syme, Some Arval 
Brethren 47 and RP V 640. VII 627; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 360; G. Camodeca, Actes Degrassi 61. 
A Q. Iulius Cordus was proconsul of Cyprus in the sixties (PIR? I 272; Thomasson 296 no. 12) and 
consul (apparently) in 71 with Cn. Pompeius Collega, Actes Degrassi 57; cf. Degrassi, Fasti 17). This 
man was no doubt closely related to (but surely not identical with) Rutilius Gallicus' adoptive father. 
Note, by the way, that the item Q. /ulius looks Lusitanian (cf. Tituli 5, 1982, 525f.). 
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1984 = ILS 5025 (fasti of the Sodales Augustales, AD 68). After the first consulate: CIL 
VIII 23084 = ILS 5955 and many other inscriptions referring to the African mission 
(listed by Thomasson, SPQR 67); CIL V 6990 = ILS 1008 (inscription of his wife, set 
up by the Leptitani). As for Rutilius Gallicus' use of praenomina, it should be observed 
that those documents which give the full nomenclature Q. Julius, etc., regularly omit 
the praenomen C.,8! which only appears when the short name Rutilius Gallicus is 
used (cf. A. Degrassi, Scritti vari I 550). We have already seen that this was not 
unusual: cf. L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius Galba; M. Lollius 
Paullinus Valerius Asiaticus Saturninus =D. Valerius Asiaticus etc. 

4. M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa from Saepinum, consul in the middle seventies, 
legate of Lycia-Pamphylia and of Cappadocia, etc. (PIR? N 56; cf. now M. Heil, Chiron 
19, 1989, 165ff.). The full name is given in two inscriptions from Xanthus, Fouilles de 
Xanthos VII 278 no. 89 (2 AE 1981, 841) and p. 115 note 138, in the inscription from 
Comana in Cappadocia, IGR III 125 = AS 18, 1968, 94f., and in a coin from Ancyra 
(where 'Ipptou Opóvtovog is abbreviated to ‘Ip. ®.; see PIR). It was surely also used 
in the fragmentary inscription from Saepinum, AE 1968, 145, and in IGR III 223 from 
Pessinus, where the text breaks off after M. 'Ippto[v] (it is not possible to say whether 
the complete name was given in other fragmentary inscriptions, not with certainty to be 
referred to Pansa, IGR III 1511 and SEG XXXIV 1312). The abbreviated name M. 
Neratius Pansa is used in coins of the Galatian koinon and of Caesarea in Cappadocia 
(see PIR); and /M. Ner]atio Pansa cos. is surely the correct restoration in CIL XIII 
1675 = ILS 4537, cf. Syme, RP IV 401 (I do not know what to do with CIL IV 8324, 
where the reading is said to be Neratius / Pansa / Cleopatra). Neratius was thus 
obviously Pansa's main nomen; accordingly his son was called M. Neratius Marcellus 
(Fouilles de Xanthos VII 278 no. 89 = AE 1981, 841; for this man and other relatives of 
Pansa see below, g 4). It has been suggested that Pansa was a Neratius adopted by a M. 
Hirrius (Syme, Some Arval Brethren 73 note 18; A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos 279 
note 23; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 180; Rémy, Carrières 190), and this does in fact 
seem more than probable. Note that the praenomen M. belongs to the nomen Hirrius, 
not to Neratius, since there are Marci neither among the senatorial Neratii (except, of 
course, Pansa's son, see above; but his praenomen comes from the item M. Hirrius) 
nor among the other fairly numerous Neratii in CIL IX (add e.g. NSA 1926, 442 from 
Jelsi not far from Saepinum [C. Neratius C.f. Primio]), whereas both Hirrii in CIL IX 
(1077, 2722) are Marci (there are M. Hirrii also in CIL VI and in Minturnae, cf. CIL I? 
p. 848). There are some M. Neratii in CIL VI, at Hadrianoutherae in Asia (H. von Fritz, 
Die antiken Münzen Mysiens [1913] no. 558; Sylloge Aulock 7245, from the time of 
Hadrian) and at Citium, Cyprus (GIBM II p. 156 no. сссхсуіі d; cf. SEG XXXVIII 
1508), but they all may owe their name in some way to Neratius Pansa. 


81 This is clear from CIL XVI 23 and AE 1979, 648. And note that in CIL V 7089 the second line 
begins with Rutilf - ], so that the praenomen C. was surely omitted in this inscription, too, since it 
does not seem probable that it had been engraved at the end (now lost) of the first line. AE 1979, 649 
breaks off after Cordinus. 
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5. L. Pompeius Vopiscus C. Arruntius Catellius Celer, cos. suff. c. 77 (PIR P 501). 
Called C. Arruntius Catellius Celer in documents up to the time of the consulate: CIL VI 
2054 = 32361 (Arval Acta from AD 75, fragmentary); CIL II 5264 = ILS 261 (as legate 
of Lusitania in 77/8); CIL X 8038 (as consul).82 Then, from the beginning of the 
eighties, the Arval Acta begin to add the item L. Pompeius Vopiscus which appears 
from 80 to 91, but our man's nomenclature is given in the Acta in many variations: 
sometimes the complete name L. Pompeius Vopiscus С. Arruntius Catellius Celer is 
given, though the second praenomen C. is often omitted; then, in 90, the nomenclature is 
shortened to /L. Po]mpeius Catellius Celer and to L. Arruntius Catellius Celer (where 
the item L. Pompeius Vopiscus is represented only by the praenomen L. that has 
replaced the original C.).83 Outside the Arval Acta we have attestations for the new 
nomenclature in the inscriptions of the equestrian L. Vibius Lentulus I. Ephesos 2061. 
3046, where Catellius Celer is called, as curator operum publicorum perhaps in c. 82 
(Syme, Some Arval Brethren 30f.; RP IV 408), when Lentulus was his BonOóg, A. 
Понттпос Odoreioxog КотёААлос KéAep. What emerges from all this is that the 
nomen Catellius appears in all name forms attested for our man, which means Catellius 
must have been his main nomen (cf. Syme, Some Arval Brethren 19). Further, the item 
L. Pompeius Vopiscus appears in no document of the seventies, but in all later ones 
(even if sometimes only represented by the praenomen). Unless we assume that Catellius 
Celer already had the name L. Pornpeius Vopiscus in the seventies, and that it was 
omitted in all documents of this decade (which is, of course, possible, but perhaps not 
very probable), it seems that we have to conclude that he was adopted by a L. Pompeius 
Vopiscus, probably the consul of 69, in the late seventies.84 The item C. Arruntius 
seems adoptive, too, but perhaps our man had inherited it from his own father or 
grandfather.85 So far everything seems clear, or at least plausible. But before we accept 
this reconstruction we will have to face one problem, namely that of Pompeia Celerina, 
the mother of the younger Pliny's second(?) wife (PFOS no. 626). It is usually said that 
she was probably Catellius Celer's daughter.8© Let us assume that this was indeed the 
case (the suggestion certainly seems most attractive at first sight). This would, of course, 


82 The consulate (with M. Arruntius Aquila) was probably also mentioned in CIL V 7376 (dated by 
Mommsen to 22 BC), cf. Syme, RP I 198. 

85 For Catellius Celer's nomenclature in the Arval Acta see PIR P 501; Syme, Some Arval Brethren 
18. 

84 Thus Syme, Some Arval Brethren 52; M. Corbier, MEFRA 93, 1981, 1101f.; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 
1982, 292; J. Scheid, Le collége des fréres Arvales (1990) 8. 

85 Cf. Syme, Some Arval Brethren 19; M. Corbier, MEFRA 93, 1981, 1101; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 
1982, 292 (who notes that Arruntius may have come from Catellius Celer's father); Scheid, loc. cit. 
Syme (RP II 709) observes that there were senatorial C. Arruntii in Interamna Nahars in the early 
Empire (cf. Corbier, loc. cit.). 

86 See e.g. R. Hanslik, RE XXI 2292; M. Corbier, MEFRA 93, 1981, 1103; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 
1982, 292; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 351; Syme, RP V 466 note 144, VII 509. 554; Raepsaet- 
Charlier, PFOS no. 626; Scheid, op. cit. p. 8. 324. (No connection with the consul is suggested in PIR 
P 504.) 


Comm. Hum. Litt. Vol. 97 119 


mean that Pompeia Celerina was born after Catellius Celer had acquired the names L. 
Pompeius Vopiscus. This, again, would mean that Catellius Celer must have acquired 
this item earlier than our material seems to imply (in the late seventies, cf. above), since a 
lady born at the earliest in c. 80 cannot have been the mother of Pliny's second wife. It 
thus follows that either Catellius Celer had the names L. Pompeius Vopiscus long 
before this prefix begins to appear in our sources (in which, after its first appearance, it 
is never omitted); or Pompeia Celerina was not his daughter. I am inclined to prefer the 
latter alternative (note also that one would perhaps expect Celer's daughter to have been a 
Catellia rather than a Pompeia). Pompeia Celerina may have been a distant relative of our 
man, or not even that: the name Pompeius was (of course) very common, and Celer / 
Celerina was not that rare (there is a Pompeia Celerina e.g. in CIL V 4085). Note finally 
AE 1980, 426, cf. 427 = CIL XI 7284 (from Volsinii, the home of Catellius Celer), 
where apparently a descendant of Celer is named, who seems to have had about the same 
names as our man, adding, however, the item Allius Sabinus to the end of his 
nomenclature. 

6. A. Didius Gallus Fabricius Veiento, cos. I ?74, II 80, III ?83 (PIR? F 91). The 
full name is known from the votive inscription (set up by Veiento himself) CIL XIII 
7253 = ILS 1010 from Moguntiacum (for the date see Syme, RP VII 534 with note 90) 
and from CIL XVI 158 (attesting the second consulate in 80); called Fabricius Veiento 
by Tacitus, Pliny and Juvenal (see PIR), but AbAoc ®aßpikıog by Dio, 61,62. So A. 
Fabricius Veiento was certainly our man's short name (the A. Fabricii in CIL VI, X and 
XIV must be Veiento's freedmen or their descendants). It is most probable that he was a 
Fabricius Veiento adopted by A. Didius Gallus cos. suff. 39 (PIR? D 70; for the 
consulate see AE 1973, 138).87 However, of the scholars cited in note 87, Groag and 
Torelli (and McDermott in 1979) also thought of a second possibility, namely that 
Veiento might be regarded as a son of Didius Gallus' daughter, the item Didius Gallus 
thus being maternal, not adoptive. This is not likely: because of the existence of 
senatorial A. Didii during the early Empire (note, besides A. Didius Gallus, PIR? A 72) 
the praenomen A. clearly belongs to the nomen Didius and cannot be combined with 
Fabricius, for (remembering that Aulus was an uncommon praenomen) it would 
certainly be a striking coincidence if Veiento was related not only to A. Didii but also to 
A. Fabricii (the A. Fabricii among the plebs, cf. above, are to be connected with 
Veiento's adoptive, not with his original nomenclature). From the assumption that 
Veiento was Didius Gallus' grandson, it would thus follow that all three names at the 
beginning of Veiento' nomenclature came from the maternal family, for which there 
would be no parallel at all: those who added maternal items to their nomenclature kept the 
paternal praenomen even in those cases where the maternal items were placed between 
the praenomen and the paternal nomen; cf. M. (Sosius Laelianus) Pontius Falco, T. 
(Pomponius Proculus) Vitrasius Pollio. 


87 E. Groag, RE VI 1938; W.C. McDermott, AJPh 91, 1970, 130 note 10 (but cf. Id. and A.E. 
Orentzel, Roman Portraits of the Flavian-Trajanic Period [1979] 12); Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 309 
note 34; Syme, RP V 640. VII 533; Id., Some Arval Brethren 47; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 184. 
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7. C. Octavius Tidius Tossianus (L.) Iavolenus Priscus, the jurist, cos. suff. 86 
(PIR? I 14). The full name is known from CIL III 9960 cf. p. 2168 = ILS 1015add., an 
honorary inscription from Nedinum in Dalmatia, where the second praenomen is written 
inside the last o of Tossiaano (sic); this may mean that this praenomen was added at 
some later stage, perhaps erroneously, since, as we have seen, second praenomina used 
in short names were often omitted from complete nomenclatures. The abbreviated name 
L. Iavolenus Priscus is known from CIL XVI 36 = ILS 1998 (where the jurist is named 
as legate of Germania Superior) and CIL VIII 23165 (fragmentary: /L. Ja]vol-; as legate 
of the legio III Augusta); and Priscus' freedmen are L. Iavoleni, cf. PIR (for the kalator 
L. Iavolenus Phoebus see also Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 140ff.). Called /avolenus 
Priscus in CIL VIII 27854 = ILS 9089 and in literary sources (Plin. epist. 6,15,2; Dig. 
1,2,247; Iavolenus Gaius, inst. 3,70; Dig. 40,2,5, etc.). In the Fasti Potentini (AE 
1949, 23) the jurist is called C. Javulenus Priscus, which name form might be regarded 
as an (incorrect) abbreviation of the full name, the praenomen C. coming from the item 
C. Octavius, etc.; but since the Fasti Potentini also have mistakes in praenomina®® it is 
perhaps better not to try to base any conclusions on this. It has been suggested that 
Iavolenus Priscus was originally a C. Octavius from Nedinum and that he had been 
adopted by an Umbrian L. Iavolenus,9? but (if there was in fact an adoption) from the 
order of the names we should surely rather conclude that he was a L. Iavolenus adopted 
by a C. Octavius. 

8. Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula Pompeius, Longinus, cos. suff. 90 (RE XXI 
2274f. * RE Suppl. XIV 384 no. 10). For this man's full name and his abbreviated 
nomenclature Cn. Pompeius Longinus see above, note 11. Perhaps a son of Pompeius 
Longinus, tribune of the Praetorian guard in 69 (Tac. hist. 1,31,2), adopted by Cn. 
Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula, legate in Africa in 80 (see above note 11).90 

9. Q. Fulvius Gillo Bittius Proculus, cos. suff. ?98, proconsul of Asia in 115/6 
(PIR? F 544). The full name often appears in the Arval Acta (CIL VI 2074ff.), where 
also the abbreviated name Q. Bittius Proculus is used (CIL VI 2080 cf. 32375, lines 22, 
26). Called Bittius Proculus by Pliny (epist. 9,13,13) and in CIL VI 2080 cf. 32375 = 
ILS 5031, lines 45f. (calator Bitti Proculi); and, as proconsul of Asia, in I. Ephesos 
1500, IGR IV 172 ([Bitt]ıoc) and in a coin of the Hyrcaneis (see PIR). Perhaps also 
CIL VI 616*, where the consulate of a "Vettius Proclus" (with Iulius Lupus) is 
mentioned, should be referred to our man, cf. Syme, Tacitus II 642; RP I 241. His 
freedmen are Bittii (CIL VI 2080 cf. 32375 = ILS 5031, lines 45f.). Many scholars have 
tried to interpret Bittius Proculus' nomenclature and to establish the degree of his 
relationship with M. Fulvius Gillo cos. suff. 76 (PIR? F 543). It has been suggested that 
Bittius Proculus was Fulvius Gillo's adopted son;?! or that he was Gillo's son adopted 


88 "D, Minicius Faustinus" cos. suff. 91 was in reality a Cn. Minicius, cf. RMD 4. 

89 G. Alföldy, ES 5, 1968, 113; accepted by Birley, Fasti 214. R.A. Bauman, ZSS 108, 1991, 18, 
adds that the adoptive father must have been called L. Iavolenus Priscus. 

90 Thus Stein, Ritterstand 337; E. Groag, RE XX 1400; M. Lambertz, RE XXI 2275. Syme, RP II 
768. IV 129 prefers to identify the consul of 90 with the tribune himself. 
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by a (Q.) Bittius.92 Both explanations are, however, most unlikely, since the adoptive 
son of a M. Fulvius would not be a Q. Fulvius and since a Fulvius adopted by a (Q.) 
Bittius would not put the praenomen Quintus at the beginning and the nomen Bittius at 
the end of his nomenclature (the second alternative is also dismissed by Syme, RP IV 
162). But there are other possible interpretations of this man's nomenclature: he could be 
a Bittius adopted by a Q. Fulvius; or he could be a Bittius whose mother was a sister of, 
or in some other way related to, M. Fulvius Gillo. If we choose the first alternative we 
would have to postulate the existence of a Q. Fulvius (Gillo); in the second case our man 
would have to be a Q. Bittius by origin. Perhaps the first alternative is preferable: though 
the consul of 76 is a M. Fulvius Gillo the existence of a Q. Fulvius Gillo is by no means 
out of the question. M. Fulvius Gillo may well have been a descendant of the praetor of 
200 BC (RE Fulvius 69), who was in fact a Q. Fulvius Gillo, so that one would not be 
too surprised to find Quinti as well as Marci among his descendants. But of course we 
may be dealing here with the case that an old cognomen has been taken up by a family 
not necessarily descending from the supposed (or pretended) ancestor; but this would 
not prevent us from postulating the existence of a Q. Fulvius Gillo, for if M. Gillo's 
father (or grandfather, etc.) had merely taken up a cognomen long in disuse, he could 
easily have had a relative called Q. Fulvius who had the same idea. As for the second 
alternative, which would lead us to assume that our man was originally a Q. Bittius, it 
should be noted that except for the consul - whose abbreviated name was, as we saw, 
Q. Bittius Proculus - and his freedmen (in fact no praenomina are given for the 
freedmen in ILS 5031, but of course they were Q. Bittii) there are absolutely no Q. Bittii 
to be found, the only praenomina attested for Bittii in inscriptions being M. and Sex.93 
Of course this observation cannot be used to prove that our man was not a Q. Bittius but 
a Q. Fulvius - we would need hundreds of attested Bittii to be able to say anything about 
their praenomina with some conviction, but perhaps the lack of Q. Bittii in inscriptions 
does indeed indicate that our man was more probably a Q. Fulvius than a Q. Bittius. 

10. О. Roscius Sex.f. Qui. Coelius Murena Silius Decianus Vibull(i)us Pius Iulius 
Eurycles Herc(u)lanus Pompeius Falco = ©. Pompeius Falco, cos. suff. 108 (RE XXI 
2270f. no. 76). The full name, as given above, is known from the honorary inscription 
CIL X 6321 = ILS 1035, where the highest office mentioned is the proconsulate of Asia. 
Normally a shorter nomenclature is used of this man. In a Greek honorary inscription, I. 
Ephesos 713 (from the time of the proconsulate; cf. the fragmentary Latin honorary 


91 Syme, RP I 279; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 292 (calling, however, our man erroneously "M. 
Fulvius (etc.)"; ibid. p. 195f. Torelli opts for another explanation, see next note). 

92 E. Groag, PIR? F 543. 544; Corbier, Aerarium 118; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 195f.; J. Scheid, 
Le collége des fréres Arvales (1990) 38. Groag, Corbier and Scheid specify that the adoptive father must 
have been a Q. Bittius. Cf. also G. Alfóldy, Epigraphica 35, 1972, 42 note 6, who insists on the 
praenomen Q. coming from the Bittii, not from the Fulvii. 

93 M. Bittii: CIL VI 1057, iv, 62 (M. Bitt(ius) Proclus, a vigi! in AD 205); CIL XI 6712, 74; Pais 
990; Münsterberg, Beamtennamen 239 (Brundisium). A Sex. Bittius Sex.l. in CIL XI 3190. Other Bittii 
in inscriptions either do not have a praenomen or are Bittiae without filiations. 
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inscription I. Ephesos 713a), he is called Q. Roscius Murena Coelius (acc. KovéAAov 
[sic]) Pompeius Falco (note that the order of the names Murena and Coelius differs 
from that in ILS 1035). This is also the nomenclature used of him in inscriptions dating 
from his governorship of Moesia Inferior (CIL III 7537 = ISM II 43; 12470; these are 
not honorary inscriptions, but texts mentioning Falco as legate).?4 A fourth honorary 
inscription, CIL III 12117 = ILS 1036 from Hierapolis Castabala, set up by a centurio 
(with Moesia as the highest office), omits the item Murena and uses the name Q. 
Roscius Sex f. Qui. Coelius Pom[p]eius Falco. In other inscriptions and in literary 
sources Falco is called either Q. Pompeius Falco95 or Pompeius Falco.96 The 
cognomen Falco came, as we now know (see the inscription from Centuripae referred 
to in note 96) from the consul's mother [Cl]odia P.f. Falconilla. (For Falco's 
descendants see above, p.70f.) What emerges from all this is that Pompeius Falco was 
the consul's main name and that the praenomen Q. came from an item Q. Roscius 
Coelius Murena (or Murena Coelius).97 Further, his tribe was the Quirina and his 
father a Sextus. Let us now have a look at possible relatives. First, there is M. Roscius 
Coelius, cos. suff. 81 (RE IA 1121 no. 13). Then there is M. (Roscius) Murena, 
proconsul of Bithynia, his son M. (Roscius) Murena otpatnyikoc, and his grandson 
M. Roscius Quirina Lupus Murena, quaestor of Creta-Cyrenae (IGR I 969 = ILS 8834a 
=]. Cret. IV 296; I. Cret. IV 297: PIR R 69-71); these people probably lived in the late 
second century.98 


94 Fragmentary inscriptions from Moesia where (probably) the same nomenclature was used: AE 1936, 
14 (surely Coelio or Coel., too, must be restored); ISM II 44 (the editors restore some items from the 
full nomenclature given in ILS 1035, but this is unnecessary and surely wrong); ISM II 45. Note that 
the order Roscius Murena Coelius (not Roscius Coelius Murena as in ILS 1035 cited above) also 
appears in the nomenclature of Pompeius Falco's grandson, the consul of 169 (see ILS 1104). 

95 CIL VIII 7066 = ILAlg. II 652 = ILS 1105; AE 1935, 26 (inscriptions of Falco's granddaughter); 
CIL XIV 2692; CIL III 7433 = ILBulg. 84 (from Oescus, also mentioning the freedman Q. Pompeius 
Eutyches). The Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 47), recording the year of Falco's consulate, are. 
fragmentary, but /Q. Pompe]ius F[alco] is surely the correct restoration. 

96 Epigraphica 51, 1989, 168 from Centuripae (inscription of Falco's mother [Cl]odi[a] P.f. Falconilla, 
set up by her grandson, the consul of 149); CIL III 7163 = ILS 1037; IGR IV 779. 780 = ILS 8820 = 
MAMA VI 182 (inscriptions of Falco's wife); Hesperia 10, 1941, 255-8 no. 61 (Athens, [Non ]rnio[v 
Ф]аАко [уос]: inscription of his granddaughter); CIL XVI 69 (in Britain); I. Ephesos 276; SEG XVII 
532 = AE 1957, 17 = 1977, 805 (in Asia); Pliny in the headings of two letters (1,23; 4,27; Falco ibid. 
7,22; 9,15); Fronto p. 29 v.d.H. 

37 The rest of Falco's names, from Silius Decianus to Iulius Eurycles Herculanus, enumerated in ILS 
1035, are clearly of secondary importance and will not be considered here. It used to be thought that they 
were acquired after the governorship of Moesia Inferior, since they appear in ILS 1035 mentioning the 
proconsulate of Asia but not in ILS 1036 giving Moesia as the highest office, but I. Ephesos 713 now 
makes this reconstruction very uncertain. Cf. Birley, Fasti 96 note 6. 

98 Alföldy, Konsulat 266, referring to Groag, RE IA 1126, dates the proconsulate of Bithynia of the 
grandfather to c. 160; Rémy, Carrières 56f., to c. 161-2. The career of the grandson, who was tribune of 
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It has been suggested that Pompeius Falco was a Pompeius Sex.f. adopted by the 
consul of 81,99 and he does indeed look very much like a Pompeius Sex.f. adopted by 
a Roscius (the filiation Sex.f. is most suitable if referred to a Pompeius, Sex. Pompeii 
being widely attested). However, I believe that his adoptive father should have been 
called О. Roscius,! this О. Roscius of course being a relative of M. Roscius Coelius 
cos. 81. But there is a problem. If Falco was a Pompeius Sex.f. adopted by a Q. 
Roscius the adoption must, of course, have been testamentary and the tribe Quirina 
accordingly Falco's original tribe. While of course there must have been many Pompeii 
in the Quirina,101 it is somewhat striking that this tribe also included some senatorial 
Roscii: the M. Roscii Murenae, surely relatives of Falco, for whom see above; and L. 
Roscius M.f. Qui. Aelianus Maecius Celer, cos. suff. 100 (ILS 1025; below, f 10), who 
may, according to some scholars, in fact have been a son of M. Roscius Coelius.102 
This makes one consider whether Falco might not have been a Roscius after all, the 
filiation Sex f. referring to a Roscius (of the tribe Quirina), not to a Pompeius (there 
were Sex. Roscii at least at Ameria, cf. Cicero's Pro Sex. Roscio; CIL XI 4428. 4511. 
4513). This explanation would, however, not so easily account for the fact that Falco 
calls himself Pompeius, not Roscius, especially now that we know that Falco's mother 
was a Clodia (cf. above), so that the use of the name Pompeius can no longer be | 
explained by assuming that for some reason Falco preferred to be known under the 
maternal nomen (Falco's son and other descendants were, as we have seen, usually 
known as Sosii - Falco was married to a Sosia - not as Pompeii). Thus it is surely best 
to agree with those who think that Falco was a Pompeius adopted by a Roscius. This 
may well mean that we have to assume that both Falco himself and his adoptive father 
were in the Quirina (this is in fact suggested by Syme, RP IV 98), which, again, should 
probably mean that they came from the same town or area. Now, the origin of Pompeius 
Falco has been disputed; some have thought that he may have come from Cilicia, since 


the legio VII Claudia and then npootatng = praepositus of the legio IV Flavia, both stationed in 
Moesia Superior, used to be dated to the time of Marcus Aurelius (А.К. Birley, Marcus Aurelius [1966] 
225; cf. Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 225), but if the grandfather was in Bithynia in the sixties his 
grandson must have lived later; and there is, as far as I can see, no mention of this man in the second 
edition of Birley's Marcus Aurelius. 

99 Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 256; Syme, RP V 640; cf. Birley, Fasti 97. 

100 That Falco was a Pompeius Sex.f. adopted by a Q. Roscius is suggested by Syme, RP IV 162. In 
RP III 1164 note 40 and in RP IV 98, Syme does not equip the presumed adoptive father Roscius with a 
praenomen. Q. Roscii are, by the way, not very common; there are some in Rome (CIL VI 25479. 
33639. 380882; Bull. Com. 69, 1941, 187 no. 130), but otherwise I can find only the patron of D. 
Rosci(us) Q.l. Lintio in CIL X 3778 = 12 678 (Capua, 106 BC). | 

101 Note another Pompeius Sex.f., namely Cn. Pompeius Sex.f. Quir. Homullus, etc., CIL VI 1626 = 
ILS 1385, an equestrian officer from the time of Domitian who ended up as proc. Aug. a rationibus 
(Pflaum, Carriéres no. 89). He probably came from Spain, cf. Birley, Fasti 292. 

102 Syme, RP V 642; Birley, Fasti 270. It has been suggested that Roscius Aelianus was a Spaniard 
(see the discussion in G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 365f.; add, for Spain, Syme, Some Arval Brethren 7f.; 
RP IV 96-8). And see below. 
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he was honoured by an inscription (ILS 1036) in Hierapolis (cf. Birley, Fasti 97; H. 
Halfmann, Tituli 5, 1982, 647); and Syme once suggested that Falco might have been a 
Spaniard (RP IV 98). But the inscriptions published by G. Manganaro in Epigraphica 
51, 1989, 167f. seem, combined with other evidence, to point to the conclusion that 
Falco came from somewhere in northeastern Sicily. First, there are the two inscriptions 
from Centuripae, one set up by Falco's son, the consul of 149, to Falco's mother 
[Cl]odia P.f. Falconilla (cf. note 96), and one with the text Q. Pompei[o --- ? --- ] 
Quir. Pri[sco --- ? --- ] Sosiu[s ---.]. These people cannot, I think, be identified with 
certainty (cf. Ch. V, note 25), but that they are kinsmen or descendants of Falco cannot 
be doubted. Then there is the inscription from Catina, CIL X 7021, republished by 
Manganaro, loc. cit., in which either a So[sius --- ] or perhaps rather a So/sia --- ], or 
someone who was the descendant of a Sosius is honoured; that this is a descendant of 
Falco emerges from the mention of Sosius Senecio and Iulius Frontinus, the father and 
the grandfather of Falco's wife (the correct restorations must surely be / --- Senecioni]s 
cos. II [ --- ] and [ --- Front]ini co[s. III ---]; cf. ILS 1105 and AE 1935, 26). Further, 
in Sicily northeast of the line from Panhormus to Syracusae, one finds not only Pompeii 
but also, more significantly, Coelii and Roscii;103 and among these there are both Roscii 
(CIL X 7019; NSA 1953, 360) and Pompeii (NSA 1915, 231) in the Quirina, which is 
in any case a tribe fairly well represented in this area (see now G. Manganaro, ANRW II 
11, 41f.; add AE 1980, 514; 1987, 467). There are also Sexti among the Pompeii (IG 
XIV 395 [cf. AE 1968, 202], 413 [but this man came from Rome]; CIL X 7269 - note 
the rule of Sextus Pompey in Sicily in 40-36 BC), and among the Roscii there are a 
knight (CIL X 7019) and a senator (ANRW II 11, 52; this man is not simply a proconsul 
of Sicily, since he is building something with his wife). In addition, observe how 
gentes represented in Falco's nomenclature also appear together in some of the 
inscriptions mentioned above: the inscription from Centuripae, NSA 1915, 231, 
honouring a (C]n. Pompeius Cn.f. in the Quirina has been set up by a Rosci[us], or 
perhaps rather a Rosci[a]; an A. Coelius in Centuripae (see note 103) has the not 
particularly common cognomen Zupus, which also appears in the family of the Roscii 
Murenae (cf. above); and M. Raecius Roscius Clodianus Siculus from Syracusae, 
whose daughter was a Clodia Roscia (see, again, note 103) may have had something to 
do with the family of Falco's mother Clodia Falconilla. 

On the basis of this evidence we may, I think, with some confidence conclude that 
Falco was the son of a Sex. Pompeius from Sicily, who had been adopted by a Q. 
Roscius who probably also came from Sicily. One hopes that one day a Q. Roscius will 


105 POMPEII: Panhormus: CIL X 7269. 7322. - Thermae: CIL X 7429. 7430. - Messana: IG XIV 413 
(but ano 'Роџтс). - Lipara: IG XIV 395 cf. AE 1968, 202. - Catina: CIL X 7084. 7086. - Centuripae: 
NSA 1915, 231. - Syracusae: IG XIV 45a (II p. 686). COELII: Messana: CIL X 6982. - Tauromenium: 
CIL X 6997. Centuripae: G. Libertini, Centuripe (1926) 45 cf. Manganaro, ANRW II 11, 51. ROSCII: 
Messana: IG XIV 414. - Tauromenium: IG XIV 438. - Catina: IG XIV 486. 500; CIL X 7019. - 
Centuripae: CIL X 7010; NSA 1915, 231; NSA 1953, 360. - Syracusae: CIL VI 25351 (M. Raecius 
Roscius Clodianus Siculus, Syracusanus, the father of Clodia Roscia); ANRW II 11, 52. 
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turn up in a Sicilian inscription (for Q. Roscii attested in Capua and Rome see note 100). 
It also seems probable that the Roscii Murenae were Sicilians (J. Reynolds, Tituli 5, 
1982, 682, thinks that they came from Crete, but it is surely the family of M. Roscius 
Lupus Murena's wife that came from Crete, not the Roscii; cf. Schumacher, 
Priesterkollegien 225). As for L. Roscius M.f. Qui. Aelianus Maecius Celer, consul in 
100, it could perhaps be argued that he, too, came from Sicily (though a good deal does 
indeed point to Spain, cf. the works cited in note 102). There are L. Roscii in Sicily 
(CIL X 7010. 7019, a knight in the Quirina) and a descendant, L. Roscius Aelianus 
Paculus cos. 223, set up an inscription in Syracuse in AD 227 (AE 1952, 158; cf. W. 
Eck, in: Religion und Gesellschaft in der röm. Kaiserzeit [ed. W. Eck, 1989] 39 note 
91). If the filiation refers to a Maecius, then one might compare the family of M. 
Maecius Rufinus, duovir in Panhormus in 198-9, CIL X 7275f. (there is also the 
amicus who set up the inscription ILS 1025 from Tibur, C. Vecilius C.f. Pal. Probus, 
who has a rare nomen that is attested in at least four inscriptions from Thermae, cf. now 
L. Bivona, Scritti F. Grosso [1981] 48ff.; he can, however, not be adduced in arguing 
for Roscius Aelianus' Sicilian origin, for there are Vecilii also in Tibur, cf. CIL XIV 
3692. 3860 - Inscr. It. IV 1, 189. 469). 

11. C. Quinctius C.fil. Vel. Certus Poblicius Marcellus, cos. suff. 120 (RE XXIII 
2. 1904f. no. 36). The full name is known from two inscriptions from Aquileia, 
Marcellus' patria, CIL V 1354 and AE 1934, 231; he is called C. Publicius Marcellus 
as consul (CIL VI 2080 [Arval Acta]; CIL XVI 67f.; RMD 17), Publicius Marcellus as 
legate of Germania Superior (AE 1964, 148) and Syria (IGR III 174f.; AE 1931, 54 = 
SEG VII 135; SEG XV 849). He was most probably related to Publicius Certus, prefect 
of the aerarium Saturni in 97 (RE XXIII 2, 1903f. no. 32), and to Quintius Certus, a 
Roman knight killed in 69 (Tac. hist. 2,16,2). It has been suggested that Publicius | 
Certus was Publicius Marcellus' father!94 and that Marcellus was adopted by a 
descendant of Quintius Certus.105 This does in fact seem probable. Since Certus is not 
a very common cognomen, Publicius Certus and his son's adoptive father were almost 
certainly related. Perhaps Publicius Certus' father (called e.g. "Publicius Marcellus" like 
his grandson) was married to a sister of Quintius Certus; thus Publicius Certus would 
have inherited his cognomen from his maternal family. Publicius Certus' son Publicius 
Marcellus may then have been adopted by the equestrian Quintius Certus' (otherwise 
unknown) son of the same name, who would then be a cousin of his adoptive son's 
father.106 But adoption is not the only possible explanation for Publicius Marcellus' 
nomenclature. We could also assume that - as in the first alternative - Publicius Certus 


104 G. Alföldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 332; Eck, Statthalter 52. Syme, RP II 721 and Corbier, Aerarium 115 
only speak of a relationship. 

105 R. Hanslik, RE XXIII 2, 1904; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 224 (erroneously inferring from 
Publicius Marcellus' nomenclature in the inscriptions attesting his consulate that he was adopted only 
after the consulate). 

106 For the notion that Quintius Certus' (otherwise unknown) son of the same name was Publicius 
Marcellus' adoptive father, see Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 224. 
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was the son of Quintius Certus' sister, but that he had married his cousin, Quintius 
Certus' daughter; in this case the item Quinctius Certus in Publicius Marcellus' 
nomenclature would be maternal, not adoptive. But I must confess that I much prefer the 
explanation that Publicius Marcellus had been adopted by a relative. 

12. Cn. Minicius Faustinus Iulius [Sex.(?) f]il. Serg. Severus = Sex. Iulius 
Severus, cos. suff. 127 (PIR? I 576).107 The full name as given above (except that the 
praenomen Cn. and part of the nomen Julius - I[uli]o on the inscription - are missing), 
including filiation and tribe, appears in CIL III 2830 (cf. 9891 and p. 1059 and p. 2328, 
12) = ILS 1056. In another honorary inscription our man is called Cn. Minicius 
Faustinus Iulius Severus, AE 1950, 45 = ILJug. 145. There are two variants of Iulius 
Severus' abbreviated nomenclature: he is called Sex. Iulius Severus as consul in the 
Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 49: [Se]x.) and in CIL XVI 72; but in the honorary 
inscription AE 1904, 9 = ILJug. 1957 his name is given as Cn. Jul. S[everus] (cf. 
below). Otherwise he is called Julius Severus: RMD 17. 27. 28; Dio 69,13,2; and, as 
consul, by Ulpian, Dig. 40,5,28,4.108 Obviously our man had something to do with 
Cn. Minicius Faustinus cos. suff. 117 (PIR? M 610): it has been suggested, plausibly 
enough, that he was a Sex. Iulius Severus who had been adopted by the consul of 
117.109 Iulius Severus is one of the not very numerous Dalmatian senators, his patria 
being no doubt Aequum.!10 One generation later there was another senator from 
Aequum, Cn. Iulius Cn.fil. Verus, cos. suff. probably in 151 (Alfóldy, Konsulat 158; 
PIR? I 618). His origo is known from CIL III 2732 + 8714 = ILS 1057 + 8974 (from 
Aequum, set up by the Aequenses municipes), where also the filiation (and the career) 
is given. It is clear that Iulius Verus must have been related to Iulius Severus, and it has 
been thought that Severus was Verus' uncle (e.g. PIR? I 618; and see note 111). 
However, it is much more probable, in fact almost certain, that the filiation Cz iJ. 
refers to Iulius Severus, not to an unknown brother of Severus, so that that the two were 
father and ѕоп.11! Let us now return to Iulius Severus. As we have seen, he is called 


107 For the implausible restoration [Sex.] before the second nomen Julius see below. : 

` 108 In RIB 739 it is, I think, better to restore [sub Iul]io Sev[ero) than [sub Sex. Iul]io, etc. 

109 Dessau on ILS 1056; L. Petersen, PIR2 I 576; G. Alföldy, ES 5, 1968, 117f., referring in note 106 
to further scholars; Syme, Danubian Papers 120 and RP IV 166; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 240; 
Cébeillac, Quaestores 176; Birley, Fasti 107; Eck, Statthalter 173. Note that Iulius Severus' tribe was 
the Sergia, which must have been his original tribe (for the Sergia in Aequum see G. Alfóldy, 
Bevólkerung und Gesellschaft der róm. Provinz Dalmatien [1965] 132 note 206), so that the adoption 
must have been testamentary, for Sergia was hardly, by coincidence, also the tribe of Minicius 
Faustinus. 

110 G. Alföldy, ES 5, 1968, 116ff. (on the tribe see previous note). 

111 G. Alföldy, ES 5, 1968, 121 and Konsulat 324; Birley, Fasti 118 (according to whom Iulius Verus 
may also have been an adoptive son); Eck, Statthalter 173. Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 240, however, 
calls Iulius Verus "Neffe(?)", and for Corbier, Aerarium 233, Iulius Verus is "sans doute un fils, peut- 
étre un neveu" of Iulius Severus. But the idea that Iulius Verus was a nephew would mean that we would 


have to postulate the existence of an unknown brother of Iulius Severus who was called Gnaeus or who 
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Sex. Iulius Severus as consul, Cn. Iul(ius) S[everus] (ILJug. 1957) and Cn. Minicius 
Faustinus Iulius Severus (ILS 1056, ILJug. 145) in inscriptions of certain or probable 
later date (ILS 1056 and ILJug. 1957 both mention Severus' highest governorship, that 
of Syria; and the fragmentary inscription ILJug. 145, which now ends with the 
command of the legio XIIII Gemina, may well have continued with the enumeration of 
Severus' later offices in the now lost lower part). Observe, by the way, that in CIL III 
2830add. = ILS 1056 the praenomen /Sex.] is usually restored by scholars before 
I[uli]o at the beginning of the second line. This restoration is, however, better 
disregarded, not only because of the ordinatio of the inscription!!? and of the 
nomenclature used in ILJug. 145 (where a second praenomen is omitted), but also 
because Iulius Severus seems in fact to have given up the praenomen Sextus after his 
adoption (cf. below). As for the date of Iulius Severus' adoption by Cn. Minicius 
Faustinus, the fact that in documents referring to Severus' consulate in 127 the short 
nomenclature used for him is Sex. Iulius Severus, whereas it is Cn. Iul(ius) S[everus] 
in ILJug. 1957 from a much later time, would a priori seem to point to the conclusion 
that Iulius Severus was a Sex. Iulius at the time of his consulate, and that the adoption 
by Cn Minicius Faustinus took place only later, and finally, that after the adoption 
Severus gave up the praenomen Sextus. Speaking against this assumption, however, is 
fact that Severus' son Iulius Verus cos. ?151, who was certainly born long before his 
father's consulate in 127 (cf. below), was a Cn. Iulius and the son of a Gnaeus, which 
could be taken to mean that Iulius Severus' adoption had taken place before his consulate 
in 127. The fact that he was called both Sex. Julius Severus and Cn. Minicius 
Faustinus Iulius Severus could in this case be explained by referring to such parallels 
as that of L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = Ser. Sulpicius Galba. The nomenclature 
used in ILJug. 1957 could be explained as an incorrect shortening of the complete name. 
But let us have a closer look at Severus' son Iulius Verus. As we have said, he was 
certainly born long before his father's consulate in 127. His birth can, however, be dated 
with more precision: the stages of his career (cf. G. Alfóldy, ES 5, 1968, 121; Birley, 
Fasti 118f.) show that he must have been born in the late years of Trajan's reign, in, 
say, c. 112 (thus Birley loc. cit.). This means that he cannot have been a Cn. Iulius from 
the beginning, for his father's adoption, which was surely testamentary (cf. note 109), 
can only have taken place at the earliest in AD 117, when Minicius Faustinus was still 
alive and held the consulship.113 From this it follows again that Iulius Verus' praenomen 


had, like his brother, been adopted by a Gnaeus The existence of an unknown Gnaeus seems most 
unlikely, and there is no good reason at all for trying to find another candidate than Iulius Severus for the 
father Gnaeus referred to in Iulius Verus' filiation. 

112 Observe that Mommsen (who saw this inscription; I have not been able to trace a photograph) in 
CIL III 2830 restored [v.c.] at the end of the second line, no doubt to make this line as long as the other 
lines. But this supplement is quite unacceptable, and so the second line must have been shorter at the end 
than the rest of the lines; accordingly it may well be that this line was also drawn in at the beginning, 
the text beginning only with //uli]o. (The centering of a line is of course a well-known feature of 
Roman honorary inscriptions.) 

113 No consular offices are attested for Minicius Faustinus. 
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(and his filiation) must have been changed after his father's adoption. The terminus ante 
quem for the change must be the time when he received the toga virilis (cf. above p. 
56). If he was born c. 112, he may well have received the toga virilis only after his 
father's consulate (for the age when the toga virilis was received see J. Regner, RE VIA 
1452f.; T. Wiedemann, Adults and Children in the Roman Empire [1989] 113ff.). 
Therefore the possibility that Iulius Severus had not yet been adopted at the time when he 
held the consulate is by no means to be excluded. 

In conclusion, if as it seems likely, the fact that Iulius Severus is called Cn. /ul(ius) 
S[everus] in in ILJug. 1957 has a significance (and this nomenclature is not merely an 
incorrect shortening of the full nomenclature, the correct abbreviated name having been 
Sex. Iulius Severus), our man was still a Sex. Iulius Severus as consul in 127. Shortly 
after the consulate, certainly before the thirties, he was adopted by testament by Cn. 
Minicius Faustinus cos. 117 (who must thus have died in the late twenties), after which 
he changed his name to Cn. Minicius Faustinus Iulius Severus, dropping his former 
praenomen Sextus from his nomenclature. At the same time his son, who may 
originally have been called "Sex. Iulius Sex.f. Verus", changed his name to Cn. Iulius 
Cn.f. Verus. 

13. P. Delphius Peregrinus Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius Valerianus Proculus 
M. Nonius Mucianus = M. Nonius Mucianus, cos. suff. 138 (PIR? N 146). Named as 
consul both with the full and the abbreviated nomenclature in CIL VIII 23246 cf. П Tun. 
395 - J. Nollé, Nundinas instituere et habere (1982) 89ff.; called, again as consul, 
Nonius Mucianus in AE 1934, 146 from Rome. Our man was certainly related to P. 
Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius Valerianus, the son of Curtia C f. Procilla, known 
from the funerary inscription CIL V 3590 from Verona (see above p. 77). Note that the 
consul of 138 must belong to a later generation than the man in CIL V 3590, since his 
nomenclature includes not only all the young man's names, but also the additional item 
Proculus coming no doubt from this man's mother Curtia Procilla. Besides the man in 
CIL V 3590, there is also another relative, namely the senator M. Nonius M.f. Pob. 
Mucianus P. Delphius Peregrinus, named in CIL V 3343 which is also from Verona. 
This inscription gives the senator's lower offices up to the praetorian legateship in Asia 
and it is honorary, not funerary, so that the man's senatorial career may well have 
continued after the setting up of the inscription. Scholars seem to agree that the consul of 
138 is identical with the senator in CIL V 3343.114 All of the scholars cited in note 114 
also agree in regarding the consul of 138 as the natural son of a M. Nonius (Mucianus?), 
and in assuming that he was adopted by a P. Delphius Peregrinus. This certainly seems 
probable as long as we limit ourselves to the interpretation of the nomenclature attested 
for the consul in CIL VIII 23246. But problems arise if we assume that the consul is 
identical with the man in CIL V 3343. How could a man be called both P. Delphius 
Peregrinus etc. M. Nonius Mucianus and M. Nonius Mucianus P. Delphius 
Peregrinus? G. Alfóldy (Tituli 5, 1982, 343) explains this by assuming that our man 


114 p. Lambrechts, RE XVII 897; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 343 no. 28; J. Nollé, Nundinas instituere 
et habere (1982) 113; L. Vidman, PIR? N 146. 
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had at first been adopted by a P. Delphius Peregrinus, this adoption being reflected in the 
nomenclature in CIL V 3343, and that he had later been adopted by another man, 
possibly by P. Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius Valerianus (for whom see above), 
which lead to the long nomenclature attested in CIL VIII 23246. I must confess that this 
reconstruction strikes me as most unconvincing. If a Nonius had been adopted by a P. 
Delphius, it would seem strange if he put the adoptive names at the end of his 
nomenclature. It would seem even more strange if the same man, after he had been 
adopted for a second time by a P. Alfius, then moved the names coming from his first 
adoption from the end to the beginning of his nomenclature, placing the new adoptive 
items in the middle. So it is perhaps better not to identify the consul of 138 with the 
senator in CIL V 3343. There is no compelling reason for the identification; CIL V 3343 
is not dated, and the man might have lived at any time between the late first and the early 
third century. The similarities in the names could be explained in many ways. But since 
all scholars agree in regarding the men as identical, let us assume that they are indeed that 
and then let us try to explain the nomenclature in a way that can be paralleled by what is 
known of Roman onomastic habits. I think that the following reconstruction is 
acceptable, at least in theory.115 Our man was the son of a M. Nonius (from Verona but 
related to the Nonii of Brixia) and of a Delphia P.f. This Delphia was the daughter of a 
P. Delphius Peregrinus and of an Alfia who was the sister of P. Alfius Alennius 
Maximus etc. This couple also had a son (a brother of Delphia) who, as the son of a 
Delphius and of an Alfia, was called "P. Delphius Peregrinus Alfius Alennius, etc." 
Now the consul of 138 was first called "M. Nonius Mucianus P. Delphius Peregrinus", 
items inherited from his mother's family having been added to his nomenclature. After 
the legateship in Asia and before the consulate, he was adopted by his maternal uncle and 
accordingly put the adoptive items P. Delphius Peregrinus Alfius Alennius, etc., at the 
beginning of his name. Since he had now acquired the item P. Delphius Peregrinus by 
adoption he, for obvious reasons, dropped the same item from the end of the name.116 
14. C. Etrilius Regillus Laberius Priscus, legate of Cilicia under Antoninus Pius, 


115 Remember that P. Alfius Alennius Maximus Curtius Valerianus in CIL V 3590 must belong to an 
earlier generation (see above). 
116 The stemma would thus be as follows: 


Alfius + Curtia C.f. Procilla 


P. Alfius Alennius Alfia + P. Delphius Peregrinus 
Maximus Curtius, etc. 


M. Nonius Mucianus + Delphia P. Delphius Peregrinus Alfius 
Alennius Maximus, etc. 


- “=” 
- 
- 


— 


M. Nonius Mucianus P. Delphius Peregrinus = 
P. Delphius Peregrinus ... M. Nonius Mucianus 
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IGR III 290 cf. 1489 = ILS 8827 and BCH 9, 1885, 434 (PIR? E 104). Perhaps, as 
first suggested by Syme, RP I 254, identical with C. Laf --- ], consul probably in 149 
(AE 1947, 59, fragment of the Arval Acta), so that the abbreviated nomenclature would 
have been C. Laberius Priscus. Accepted by Alfóldy, Konsulat 154f. (where also the 
date of the fragment is discussed); Rémy, Carrières 346. Cf. also PIR? L 1. C. Laberius 
Quartinus, consul in 173(?), CIL X 5824 = ILS 381 (PIR? L 13), may have been 
Laberius Priscus' son (Alfóldy, Konsulat 325). 

15. Q. Claudius Ferox Q.fil. Aeronius Montanus, procurator of Mauretania 
Tingitana in 158 (PIR? A 974). The full name is given in AE 1948, 115 = П Maroc 125 
from AD 162, when this man was probably no longer procurator, the short name Q. 
Aeronius Montanus is used in CIL VIII 21825 = ILMaroc 377 recording a statue of 
Pius being dedicated by Montanus in 158. Apart from a Q. Aeronius at Ostia (CIL XIV 
4140. 4562,3: probably the same man)!!7 and a P. Aeronius in Africa (CIL VIII 26405) 
the rare nomen Aeronius is attested only in Dalmatia at Salona and Varvaria (G. 
Alfóldy, Die Personennamen in der róm. Provinz Dalmatia [1969] 55; J.J. Wilkes, 
Dalmatia [1969] 330 note 1). Almost all of the Dalmatian Aeronii have, like the man 
from Ostia, the praenomen Quintus. Thus the praenomen Q. of the procurator (who 
may, according to Alfóldy and Wilkes, have come from Salona) seems to belong to the 
nomen Aeronius rather than to Claudius; this again would seem to mean that the item 
Claudius Ferox is maternal or derived from some other relative, not adoptive. 

For other more or less certain examples of names that include (at least) two items N 
+ C, with the item coming last in the complete nomenclature being used in the 
abbreviated name, see, e.g., PIR2 C 1420 (with I. Ephesos 3217B); L 100; M 568; O 
77; PIR S 636 (P. Statius P.f. Fab. Paullus Postumius Iunior, G.L. Gregori, Brescia 
Romana I [1990] Statii no.005; note that he may have been the father of a certain 
Postumia P.f. Paulla). 


f) Names of the type P + N + C +N + C (with variations), 
where the first item N + C appears in the abbreviated nomenclature 


1. M. Pompeius Silvanus Staberius Flavinus, cos. suff. 45, II suff. perhaps in 76 
(RE Suppl. IX 862f. + Suppl. XIV 437f. no. 116a). Probably from Arelate,!18 and 
thus, as Professor Eck suggests, the son of the senator (ex-praetor?) M. Pompeius M f. 
Teret. (the tribe e.g. of Arelate) Priscus, known from an unpublished senatus 
consultum of AD 20 (the knowledge of which I owe to Professor Eck). The full name is 
known from AE 1968, 549 from Lepcis (an honorary inscription for the emperor Nero, 
set up by Silvanus as proconsul of Africa); it was probably also used in the fragmentary 
inscription honouring Silvanus himself from Arelate, AE 1952, 168 = 1979, 399, where 
[Silv]ano S[taberio, etc.] is surely the correct restoration. Otherwise this man is called 
(M.) Pompeius Silvanus.119 


117 The Aeronia in CIL X 8256 is in fact an Apronia, cf. CIL X p.1014. 


118 W. Eck, ZPE 9, 1972, 266; Pflaum, Narbonnaise 297ff. no. 1; Syme, RP IV 120; Vogel- 
Weidemann 163; Y. Burnand, Tituli 5, 1982, 413. 
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2. О. Petillius Cerialis Caesius Rufus, cos. suff. 70, II suff. 74 (RE XIX 1138-50 
no. 8). The full name appears in CIL XVI 20 = ILS 1992, where this man is named as 
cos. II. Otherwise he is called О. Petillius Cerialis??? or Petillius Cerialis (Tacitus and 
Josephus), or simply Cerialis. Birley, Fasti 66, observes that, since Cerialis probably 
succeeded Caesius Nasica (PIR? C 201) as legate of the legio IX Hispana (in Britain) in 
the fifties (cf. Birley, ibid. 231), and since brothers are often attested as having served in 
succession in the same post, Cerialis may have been Caesius Nasica's younger brother 
and thus originally a Caesius (Cerialis?) who had been adopted by Petillius Rufus, an 
ex-praetor in 28 (Tac. ann. 4,68,2; RE XIX 1150 no. 9). This is by no means 
impossible (not rejected by Eck, Statthalter 135). On the other hand, Petillius Cerialis 
may as well have been a natural son of Petillius Rufus; his sons were certainly 
Petillii,!2! which, of course, they could also be if their father was a Petillius through 
adoption; but let us have a look at the structure of Cerialis nomenclature. The items 
Petillius and Rufus certainly belong together, and so it is probable, as Birley, Fasti 66 
suggests, that Caesius goes with Cerialis. As parallels for this kind of nomenclature 
Birley (ibid. note 4) mentions M. Macrinius Avitus Catonius Vindex and M. Sosius 
Laelianus Pontius Falco. One might add Q. Pompeius Senecio Sosius Priscus cos. 169 
(cf. above, Ch. V, note 36), whose cognomen Senecio in fact belongs to Sosius, not 
to Pompeius (the origin of the cognomen Priscus is unknown). Now, what these cases 
have in common is not only that items belonging together have been disjoined so as to 
form new combinations of nomina and cognomina, but also that in all cases the names 
not inherited from the father are maternal (or inherited from the family of the 
grandmother, etc.), not adoptive. Perhaps, to return to Petillius Cerialis, it is thus better 
to assume that he was the son of the ex-praetor Petillius Rufus and of a Caesia, who may 
then have been a daughter of a Caesius Cerialis (and that Petillius Cerialis' parents gave 
him a name where the paternal nomen was combined with a cognomen coming from the 


119 As cos. I: AE 1974, 274. As proconsul of Africa: CIL VIII 11006 (fragmentary); IRT 338. As 
sodalis Augustalis in 65: AE 1946, 124. As legate of Dalmatia in 69/70: CIL III 9938 = ILS 5951; 
Festgabe H. Vetters (1985) 151-4 (not in AE 1988; M. Pompei[o Silvano]). As cos. II: CIL IV 2560. 
For the literary sources where the name Pompeius Silvanus is used (Tacitus, Josephus, Frontinus) see 
RE. 

120 Dio 65,18,1; О. [Petil]li[o Ceriale] РР 10, 1955, 470f. no. 87 (as cos. I in wax tablet from 
Herculaneum). 

121 Q. Petillius Rufus, cos. II ord. in 83 (IGR IV 1393 = I. Smyrna 731; Phlego, FGrHist. 257 F 26, 
xxiv; Rufo Il in the manuscript fasti, cf. Chron. min., ed. Mommsen, III 505; in the Liber Pontificalis 
[ed. Mommsen, p.6] and in the quarry inscription Ann. Inst. 42, 1870, 184 no.193 the iteration has been 
omitted) and. C. Petillius Firmus, a tribune of the legio IIII Flavia (CIL XI 1834 = ILS 1000 = AE 
1980, 468; 1967, 355) were no doubt Petillius Cerialis' sons; cf. E. Champlin, ZPE 32, 1978, 275; 
A.B. Bosworth, ZPE 39, 1980, 275-7. It cannot be assumed that Petillius Rufus cos. II in 83 is 
identical with Petillius Cerialis, since this would be Cerialis' third consulate, whereas those sources 
where the iteration is not simply omitted (cf. above) agree in designating the consulate of Rufus in 83 as 
his second. 
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mother's family and vice versa), rather than that he was a Caesius Cerialis himself 
adopted by Petillius Rufus (in that case one would expect a name like "Q. Petillius Rufus 
Caesius Cerialis"). The legionary legate Caesius Nasica could then, of course, not be 
Cerialis' brother, but there is no obstacle for regarding him as a close relative. 

3. M. Cornelius M.f. Gal. Nigrinus Curiatius Maternus, cos. suff. probably in 83 
(PIR? C 1407; G. Alfóldy and H. Halfmann, Chiron 3, 1973, 331ff. = G. Alfóldy, 
Rómische Heeresgeschichte [1987] 153ff.). The full name is given in CIL II 3783. 6013 
and is to be restored in AE 1973, 283, all inscriptions being from Liria in the 
Tarraconensis (the senator's patria) and placing the filiation and tribe as above. The 
senator's abbreviated name was surely M. Cornelius Nigrinus, since this is the only 
possible supplement in CIL XIV 4725 where he is named as consul (S/ex. Carminio] 
Vetere M. Co[rnelio Nigrino cos.]). The M. Cornelius M.f. Gal. Nigrinus filius in 
another inscription from Liria (Chiron 3, 1973, 338 = Alföldy, Róm. Heeresgeschichte 
160) is no doubt his son (cf. Alfóldy's addendum in Róm. Heeresgeschichte 196). It 
was suggested by Alfóldy and Halfmann in Chiron 3, 1973, 345 (Heeresgeschichte 167) 
that the consul had been adopted by the Tacitean orator Curiatius Maternus, but the order 
of his names makes this altogether unlikely, cf. Syme, RP IV 162. Syme at times 
thought that the man might be a Curiatius adopted by a Cornelius (cf. RP III 1387. IV 
164. 401. V 597), but he preferred to consider him as the son of a Curiatia (RP III 1387. 
IV 149. 164. 401. V 597. 641). This in fact seems very likely, though the possibility 
that the item Curiatius Maternus came from a more distant relative certainly cannot be 
ruled out. 

4. C. Tullius Capito Pomponianus Plotius Firmus, cos. suff. 84 (RE VIIA 821 no. 
24). The full name is given in CIL XVI 30 = ILS 1997 where this man is named as 
consul; as leg. Aug. (probably on a special mission: Thomasson 394 no. 10) in 
Numidia he is called Tullius Pomponianus Capito (sic; AE 1957, 175; 1969/70, 696) 
or simply Capito Pomponianus (AE 1942/43, 35). He probably has something to do 
with Plotius Firmus, prefect of the vigiles under Galba and of the pretorians under Otho 
(RE XXI 592f. no. 2), cf. E. Champlin, ZPE 32, 1978, 276 note 34. E. Groag (RE 
VIIA 821) thinks that Plotius Firmus was Tullius Capito's natural or adoptive father, but 
Stein, Ritterstand 337 more correctly excludes the latter possibility and suggests that the 
consul had been adopted by an unknown Tullius Capito; one might, however, also 
assume that he was a Tullius related to the family of Plotius Firmus. 

5. C. Salvius C.f. Vel. Liberalis Nonius Bassus, cos. suff. probably in 85 (RE IA 
2026-29 no. 15). The full name, including the filiation and the tribe, is given in the 
partly fragmentary honorary (or funerary?) inscription CIL IX 5533 = ILS 1011 from 
Urbs Salvia, and also often appears in the Arval Acta (see RE IA 2026).122 The 
abbreviated name (C.) Salvius Liberalis is attested in CIL IX 5534 = ILS 1012 (the 
inscription of Liberalis' wife), in the Arval Acta of the year 87 (CIL VI 2065 = ILS 
5034), and in literary sources (Plin. epist. 2,11,17; 3,9,33. 36; Suet. Vesp. 13,3). And 


122 The Acta also twice erroneously call this man P. Salvius, etc., and once C. Nonius Bassus 


Salvius Liberalis. 
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Liberalis' son is called C. Salvius Vitellianus (CIL IX 5534 = ILS 1012). It has been 
suggested that the item Nonius Bassus was maternal, and that Salvius Liberalis was 
first cousin to L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus, another senator from Urbs Salvia (cf. 
above, Ch. V, note 41). But, as we saw in Ch. V, Flavius Silva's mother was probably 
an Ann[ia(?)], so that this theory must be abandoned. This does not, of course, mean 
that Salvius Liberalis' mother could not have been a Nonia. 

6. Ti. Iulius Candidus Marius Celsus, cos. suff. 86, cos. II ord. 105 (PIR? I 241). 
The full name of this man is attested many times in the Arval Acta (see PIR), in the 
honorary inscription from Ancyra CIL III 250, and in the consular dates in CIL XVI 33 
(as cos. I) and in CIL XVI 49 and CIL VI 2075 (Acta Arv.) (as cos. II). He is called Ti. 
Iulius Candidus once in the Arval Acta (CIL VI 2066); as cos. I in CIL VI 127; as cos. 
II in CIL VI 156, CIL V 875 and in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 46); the 
praenomen Ti. is omitted in the inscription of Candidus' slave (K. Buresch, Aus Lydien 
[1894] 14 no.11], in that of his descendant I. Ephesos 810, and by Pliny (epist. 
5,20,5).123 It is obvious that Iulius Candidus had something to do with A. Marius 
Celsus, cos. suff. in 69 (PIR? M 296); Syme has suggested several times that Celsus' 
sister may have married Candidus' father. 124 

7. L. Cornelius L.f. Gal. Pusio Annius Messalla, cos. suff. 90 (PIR2 C 1426).125 
The full name is used in the honorary inscription from Tibur, AE 1915, 60 - Inscr. It. 
IV 1, 107, the short name (L.) Cornelius Pusio in the Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23 and 
in the "testamentum Dasumii", CIL УІ 10229 + AE 1976, 77, line 17. The item Annius 
Messalla is presumed to be maternal by Syme, RP V 641 and by C. Castillo, Gerion 2, 
1984, 243. 

8. C. Pomponius Rufus Acilius [---]scus!2© Coelius Sparsus, cos. suff. 98, 
proconsul of Africa (RE XXI 2348 no. 69). The full name can be reconstructed with the 
help of six fragmentary African inscriptions, CIL VIII 1777; ILALg. I 1230-32. 1282; 
ILAfr. 13. Called as consul C. Pomponius Rufus (CIL VI 468 = ILS 3395; FOst., ed. 
Vidman, p. 45); Pliny (epist. 4,9,3) omits the praenomen. For this man's sons C. 
Pomponius P[---]tus and Q. Pomponius (Rufus) Marcellus, see RE Suppl. XIV 442 no. 
60b and RE XXI 2347 + Suppl. XIV 442 no. 70, respectively. 

9. T. Pomponius T.f. Gal. Mamilianus Rufus Antistianus Funisulanus Vettonianus, 
cos. suff. 100. Abbreviated name T. Pomponius Mamilianus; father of T. Pomponius 
Antistianus Funisulanus Vettonianus, cos. suff. 121 (for all this, see above p. 88). This 


123 Julius Candidus is erroneously called M. Arrius Celsus (i.e. Marius Celsus) in the Fasti Potentini, 
AE 1949, 23. For another possible mistake in the nomenclature of a polyonymous consul in the same 
fasti, see Arctos 23, 1989, 165ff. 

124 Syme, Some Arval Brethren 50; RP IV 165. 641. V 552. 597. 617 note 57; cf. J. Scheid, Le 
collége des fréres Arvales (1990) 5 (but Scheid does not exclude the possibility that Iulius Candidus had 
been adopted by Marius Celsus). 

125 For the identification of the man in AE 1915, 60 with the consul of 90, see Syme, RP IV 95. 287 
note 45. V 537. 612 note 23. 641. The senator named in CIL VI 31706 = 37056 is plausibly seen by 
Syme as the consul's father. 

126 For possible restorations of this cognomen, see Syme, RP IV 147. 
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man was obviously connected with L. Funisulanus Vettonianus, cos. suff. c. 78 (PIR? F 
570). It has been suggested that he was a Pomponius adopted by testament by 
Vettonianus (Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 337 note 52) or that he was a son of 
Vettonianus adopted by a Pomponius (R. Hanslik, RE XXI 2342; rejected by Birley, 
Fasti 235 note 5); but it is perhaps best to follow Syme, RP IV 150f., according to 
whom this man's father or grandfather had married a Funisulana. 

10. L. Roscius M.f. Qui. Aelianus Maecius Celer, cos. suff. 100 (RE IA 1117-19 
no. 8; see also above note 102 and p. 123ff.). The full name appears in the honorary 
inscription CIL XIV 3612 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 129 = ILS 1025; called as consul L. 
Roscius Aelianus (CIL VI 451 = ILS 3619; FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 46). In 101 there 
was a consul called M. Maecius Celer (PIR? M 51), who must have been somehow 
connected with our man. It has been suggested that the two were brothers, and that 
Roscius Aelianus had been adopted by a Roscius, which would mean that the filiation 
M f. should be taken to refer to a father called M. Maecius, and that the adoption was 
testamentary.!27 That is possible. But the filiation M.f. could also refer to a M. 
Roscius, and there is a suitable M. Roscius at our disposal, namely M. Roscius Coelius 
cos. 81, who is in fact assumed to be Roscius Aelianus' father by Birley, Fasti 270128 
and by Syme, RP V 642; Syme explains the item Maecius Celer by assuming that the 
consul of 81 had married an aunt of M. Maecius Celer cos. 101. I think that this is 
indeed the best solution and that, accordingly, our man was a Roscius by origin. If we 
assume that he was a Maecius adopted by a Roscius, we would expect him to have 
originally been called "Maecius Celer". But from this it would follow that a Maecius 
Celer (cos. 100) was the brother of M. Maecius Celer (cos. 101), and this does not seem 
acceptable, for two brothers can hardly have had the same cognomen in the time of 
Trajan (cf. Vornamen 353ff.). On the other hand, if our man was a Roscius, whose 
mother may then, as Syme thinks, have been a Maecia, this would mean that the tribe 
Quirina came from the Roscii, not from the Maecii, which would only be a welcome 
solution, since senatorial and other Roscii in the tribe Quirina are in fact attested (cf. 
above p. 123ff.). L. Roscius L.[f. Qui. Paculus Mae]cius Celer M[ --- ] Postumus 
Mamfilianus(?) -- ? --] Vergilius Staberia[nus ---], quaestor imp. Hadria[ni Aug.) in 
ILS 8972 from Emerita (cf. Syme, RP VII 589) was probably our man's son or 
grandson. 

11. L. Iulius L.f. Fab. Marinus Caecilius Simplex, cos. suff. more probably in 101 
than in 102 (PIR? I 408). The full name is given in the honorary inscriptions CIL IX 
4965 = ILS 1016 (from Cures, including the filiation and the tribe; a similar but 
fragmentary text also from Cures: AE 1947, 156); IGR III 470 and 554 = TAM II 567 


127 Thus E. Groag, RE IA 1118; Cébeillac, Quaestores 91; Syme, RP IV 96 (but Syme later changed 
his mind, see below). L. Petersen in PIR2 M 51 seems to suggest that the consuls of 100 and 101 
might be one and the same man, but this suggestion will, I think, hardly find much favour among other 
scholars. 

128 For Birley he is possibly "a son or adopted son of M. Roscius Coelius"; but the difference in the 
praenomina must surely mean that he could only be a natural son. 
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(these two inscriptions give the tribe, collocated as above, but not the filiation); Opusc. 
Ath. 9, 1969, 76 (Lydae); Fouilles de Xanthos VII 133 no. 50 = AE 1981, 830. All five 
names also appear in the Arval Acta (CIL VI 2068, 2073; 2074 = ILS 5035, where the 
name is completely preserved). The short name L. Julius Marinus is used of our man in 
the consular date in CIL VI 1492 = ILS 6106; and he is called Julius Marinus in the 
inscription of his wife IGR III 562 = TAM II 594. His father, too, was probably called 
L. Iulius Marinus, cf. PIR? I 401; the item Caecilius Simplex in our man's 
nomenclature has been explained by assuming that his mother was a daughter of Cn. 
Caecilius Simplex cos. suff. 69 (PIR2 C 84).129 

12. P. Calvisius Ruso Iulius Frontinus, cos. suff. c. 102, legate of Galatia- 
Cappadocia in 104/5 - 106/7 (PIR? C 350 cf. G. Di Vita-Evrard, MEFRA 99, 1987, 
281ff.). The full name is given in the Greek inscription honouring Trajan, MAMA VIII 
211 cf. Di Vita-Evrard, ibid. 305f., and, without the praenomen, in the (Latin) milestone 
MAMA VII 193 cf. Di Vita-Evrard, ibid. 302f. It may be restored in the Latin honorary 
inscription from Antiochia in Pisidia, AE 1914, 267 ([ --- ] Frontino). The abbreviated 
name P. Calvisius Ruso is used in Galatian coins (see PIR; Thomasson 268 no. 17). 
The reconstruction of this man's career by Di Vita-Evrard is somewhat problematic, for, 
as Professor Birley informs me, one cannot read /leg. ... Su]rae procos. Asiae in AE 
1914, 267 (this is one of the main points in Di Vita-Evrard's article), the inscription 
clearly showing only the letters /...]ra. But Di Vita-Evrard must be right in assuming 
that our man is a son (and not a brother, as implausibly suggested by Syme, RP IV 
397ff.) of P. Calvisius Ruso cos. 79, who may well, as Di Vita-Evrard thinks, have 
married a daughter of Sex. Iulius Frontinus cos. III in 100.130 

13. Galeo Tettienus Severus M. Eppuleius Proculus L.f. Claud. Ti. Caepio Hispo, 
consul in 102 or 104, proconsul of Asia in 118 (PIR? E 83; for his career see now P. 
Leunissen, ZPE 89, 1991, 236f.; the suggestion of Syme, RP VII 580 note 67, that he 
could be identified with a certain Procu[lus] consul in 101 [Inscr. It. XIII,1, 152] is not 
plausible). The interpretation of the nomenclature of this man is somewhat problematic; it 
must be based on the following evidence: CIL XI 14 = ILS 1027 from Ravenna (copied 
by Accursius) is an honorary inscription for M. Eppuleius Proculus L.f. Claud. Ti. 
Caepio Hispo, mentioning among other offices the proconsulate of Asia. When, in the 
early 20th century, an inscription from Ephesus was found naming a proconsul Galeo 
Tettienus Severus Ti. Caepio Hispo in AD 118 (now I. Ephesos 4333) scholars soon 
identified the two, assuming correctly that in CIL XI 14 the first line with the item 
[Galeoni Tettieno Severo] had been lost (cf. PIR? E 83). The complete name is now 
attested in another, fragmentary, Ephesian inscription, I. Ephesos 2953, [Galeo]ni 
Tett[ieno Se]vero (M. Eppulei]o Proc{ulo Ti. Caepio]ni His[poni]. Then there is an 


129 Syme, Some Arval Brethren 54; RP IV 165; A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII (1981) 133f. 

130 That our man was the son of a Iulia Frontini f. is also suggested by Syme, RP IV 401. V 474. 536. 
641. (But in RP IV 411 note 90, Syme also thought of the possibility that our man was Frontinus' son, 
adopted by the consul of 79; in RP VII 508 Syme makes the suggestion that Ruso "may be presumed a 


nephew of Frontinus".) 
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inscription from Pergamum, IGR IV 1688, honouring the son of the proconsul: 
[Taréwva (?) Tlettijvov ГоЛёоуос [vov Llepyia (cf. RE VA 1103) Zepfivov 
Aobdxiov [Fó]oviov Aixivviavóv Мӣркоу ’ErovAatıov IlpoxAov Tıßepıov 
Kaixiova 'Ioxova, обу ... Terrinv[ov] Zeovnpov tod &vÂðvrátov. Finally there 
is the inscription from Smyrna, I. Smyrna 775, where obviously a proconsul whose 
nomen began with Te- and whose cognomen ended in -erus is named; W. Eck (cf. the 
note on the inscription) is certainly right in reading [&vOvnó]to Teltrinvo Zeoujnpo 
(for the use of the dative see Arctos 23, 1989, 173f.). There can be no doubt that these 
inscriptions all refer to the same man, and it emerges with certainty from these 
attestations that the main tria nomina of the proconsul were Galeo Tettienus Severus. 
Thus scholars are probably right in also referring to him the inscription from Perusia CIL 
XI 1940, mentioning an Annia Marsi fil. Quartilla Gal. Tettieni Severi. On the other 
hand, in CIL V 5813 from Mediolanum, an honorary inscription erected by the Patavini 
obviously in honour of our man, since many of the offices, the proconsulates of Baetica 
and Asia and the praefectura of the aerarium Saturni, are the same as in CIL XI 14,131 
the name of the senator was surely not given simply as [Galeoni Tettieno Se]vero.1?? 
Be that as it may, the main names of the man were, as stated above, Tettienus Severus. 
However, many scholars assume that our man could also be called (Ti.) Caepio Hispo, 
for they identify him with the senator and consul of this name known from Pliny, the 
Digesta and some inscriptions (cf. PIR? C 151). This would mean that this Caepio Hispo 


131 Observe also that both inscriptions combine the two proconsulates (procos. ... Asiae ег... 
Baeticae) and call the Spanish province Hispania Baetica. 

132 The now lost inscription CIL V 5813 is acephalous and the legible part begins with the 
enumeration of the offices pr., trib. pleb. / quaestori urb., etc. In the line preceding the first offices 
traces of four letters are reported to have been observed, the lower parts of a V and of an L (or E), then 
the lower part of a vertical stroke, and finally the lower part of an O. It was perhaps Groag who first 
suggested that these letters might represent the end of the cognomen /Se]vero (PIR2 E 83), and this has 
been accepted by many scholars (cf. e.g. Syme, RP II 708. VII 482; Alfóldy, Fasti Hispanienses 163; 
Corbier, Aerarium 379). But two observations speak strongly against the suggestion of Groag. First, 
honorary inscriptions normally give the complete nomenclature of the person honoured, not only the 
main tria nomina. Secondly, if we assume that the enumeration of the offices in CIL V 5813 only 
began with the first legible line pr., trib. pleb., then we would have to conclude that, in this 
inscription, the items cos., pont., which stand at the head of this man's offices in CIL XI 14, have been 
omitted. Now, CIL V 5813 is certainly a peculiar inscription as far as the order of the offices goes (note 
that the prefecture of the aerarium Saturni and the two proconsulates are enumerated between the 
quaestorship and the vigintivirate), but it would perhaps be too much to assume that the indication of the 
consulate and pontificate has been altogether omitted. The problem was noticed by Schumacher, 
Priesterkollegien 201f., who suggests that the traces of letters in the line preceding the first fully 
preserved line should be interpreted as /cons]ul(i), po[nt.]. (Observe that also quaestori has been written | 
out in full.) The solution of Schumacher is so elegant and so obvious that it cannot be wrong. This 
means that nothing can be said of the nomenclature of the senator in the inscription, but, on the other 
hand, nothing prevents us from supposing that it was given in full. 
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was later adopted by a Tettienus, i.e. at some time between the consulate and the 
proconsulate of Asia. This is, of course, possible. But it would seem somewhat strange 
if a man who was known as Caepio Hispo as consul (Dig. 40,5,26,7) were referred to 
simply as Tettienus Severus as ex-consul and proconsul of Africa (cf. above p. 60), and 
since there seems to be nothing that would necessitate the identification it is, I think, no 
doubt preferable to assume that at the same time there were both a Tettienus Severus ... 
Caepio Hispo and a Caepio Hispo (who were, of course, somehow connected), just as 
(as we saw above) a M. Maecius Celer existed along with a L. Roscius Aelianus 
Maecius Celer. Accordingly the references to Caepio Hispo will not be taken into 
consideration here. 

Now, the proconsul of Asia was L.f. Claud., his son Galeonis f. Sergia. The 
Tettieni came from Asisium (cf. CIL XI 5372. 5511; L. Sensi, Tituli 5, 1982, 263), a 
town whose inhabitants were in the Sergia, and so the proconsul obviously was a 
Tettienus not by birth but (in spite of the fact that he used Tettienus Severus as his short 
name) by adoption (which probably took place before he started his senatorial career), 
perhaps by Galeo Tettienus Petronianus cos. 76 (thus e.g. Syme, RP VII 490 note 149). 
The adoption must have been testamentary since he kept his old tribe (and refers in his 
filiation to his natural, not to his adoptive father). His son, on the other hand, being the 
son of a man who had (so we must gather) become a Tettienus from Asisium (we may 
surely conclude from this that Severus' inheritance included important possessions at 
Asisium), accordingly has the tribe Sergia. The question now arises whether the filiation 
of the father refers to an Eppuleius or to a Caepio. Scholars unanimously take it to refer 
to a L. Eppuleius, implying that the proconsul himself was originally a M. Eppuleius. 12? 
There are, however, no Eppuleii to be found in cities in the Claudia; in fact, Eppuleii 
(with the praenomina A., C., M.) are attested only at Rome, Tusculum and 
Praeneste.134 So let us see whether our man could originally have been a Caepio Hispo 
in the Claudia. There is something that might speak for this. The senator was honoured 
in Ravenna and Mediolanum, and the tribe Claudia may point to an origin from Northern 
Italy (cf. Kubitschek 270; Syme, RP VII 483).135 The most uncommon nomen Caepio 
is attested in Mantua (CIL V 4069: a M f. with the local tribe Sab.),136 and the very rare 


133 E. Groag, PIR? E 83; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 202; Corbier, Aerarium 381; L. Sensi, Tituli 
5, 1982, 263; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 82; Syme, RP VII 482. 

134 Rome (CIL VI): 4 M. Eppuleii + 3 Eppuleiae МІ. (add Eppuleia Tertia NSA 1918, 22 no. 11); 
Praeneste: CIL 12 149-152 (A. C. M.); Tusculum: CIL I? 1444 (Eppuleia A.f. whose husband has the 
tribe Pup. common in the territory of Praeneste, cf. S. Panciera and A.P. Finizio, Tituli 4, 1982, 670). 
Another Eppuleia was the wife of T. Ampius Balbus (Cic. fam. 6,12,3; RE VI 261 no.2), who possibly 
came from Aricia (A. Licordari, Tituli 5, 1982, 18). 

135 In RP VII 638 note 24, Syme even thinks that the senator might have come from Mediolanum, but 
he does not discuss the problem of the tribe. 

136 Otherwise there are some Ti. Caepiones in Rome (CIL VI) and Caepiones without praenomina in 
Lusitania (I. Conventus Pacensis 65) and in Thrace (SEG XV 426). The origin of the senatorial A. 
Caepiones Crispini (PIR2 C 149f.) is unknown, but one could perhaps think of Northern Italy (for 
amphorae from Dertona with the text A. Crispin. see Epigraphica 52, 1990, 208 no.17). 
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cognomina Hispo and Hispulla occur in the Transpadana.1?? If our man was a Caepio 
adopted by a Tettienus in whose nomenclature the item M. Eppuleius Proculus was 
maternal or came from some other relative, this would explain the fact that in I. Ephesos 
4333 this item was omitted, which seems to mean that it was of secondary importance 
compared to the other two items. But even this reconstruction has its problems. Above 
all, the collocation of the filiation and the tribe in CIL XI 14 does not seem to lend much 
support to the assumption that the filiation refers to a Caepio (in that case one would 
perhaps rather expect Ti. Caepio L.f. Claud. Hispo). Of course the collocation of the 
filiation and the tribe in a nomenclature does not necessarily mean much; but if it does 
have some relevance in this case, then the best solution might perhaps be to assume for 
the moment that our man was not the son of a Caepio but of a L. Eppuleius (Proculus?) 
Ti. Caepio Hispo who was a Caepio in the Claudia adopted (by testament) by a L. 
Eppuleius, keeping his original tribe; and that our man inherited his father's adoptive 
nomenclature and tribe and was himself later adopted by a Tettienus.138 

14. L. Catilius Cn.f. [Cl]u. Severus Iulianus Claudius Reginus, cos. suff. 110, II 
ord. 120 (PIR? C 558; for his probable origin from Apamea in Bithynia and his tribe see 
Halfmann, Senatoren 135; cf. also Rémy, Carrieres 206-8 no. 165139). The full name is 
given in the two honorary inscriptions, CIL X 8291 = ILS 1041add. from Antium and 
ILAfr. 43 (both somewhat fragmentary). Called L. Catilius Severus Iulianus in 
Bithynian inscriptions (Mus. Iznik - Nikaia 1204 [= AE 1941, 129]. 1205), L. Catilius 
Severus as consul (as cos. I: FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 47; CIL XVI 163f.; as cos. II: CIL 
VI 2080. 9100 [= ILS 1850]. 27041; CIL VIII 8239 cf. 20076; I. Cret. I, xxxix, 1; CPL 
42),140 Catilius Severus in literary sources (see Corbier, Aerarium 145f.). Catilius 
Severus was no doubt the son of a Cn. Catilius, not the son of a Cn. Claudius adopted 
by a L. Catilius, in spite of the existence of senatorial Cn. Claudii Severi from Asia 
Minor (PIR? C 1024f. 1027), since Gnaeus was a praenomen in use in his family; cf. 
Cn. Catilius Atticus, whose slave is named in CIL III 337 from Apamea and the two 
senatorial Cn. Catilii Severi, Arvals in 183 and 213-8 respectively (PIR? C 556f.), who 
were no doubt the consul's descendants or at least from the same family. 

15. P. Manilius P.f. Gal. Vopiscus Vicinillian[us] L. Elufrius Severus Iul[ius] 
Quadratus Bassus, cos. ord. 114 (PIR? M 142). The complete name is used in the 
honorary inscription from Tibur, CIL XIV 4242 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 109 = ILS 1044 (with 
divus Traianus and thus datable to 117 or later), the short name P. Manilius Vopiscus 
in consular dates (Fasti Potentini, AE 1949, 23; CIL XI 3614 = ILS 5918a; AE 1965, 
206 = A. Rizakis and I. Touratsoglou, Epigrafes ano Makedonias [1985] 181). It has 


137 Cf. Syme, Ten Studies in Tacitus 72f.; RP II 709; VII 483. 

138 Many of the scholars cited in note 133 in fact assume that our man's father was already called both 
Eppuleius and Caepio. 

139 Cf. also, on the Catilii from Bithynia, T. Corsten, EA 6, 1985, 127-131. For the inscription of [. 
Ca]ulius P.f. Clu. Lon[g]us see now I. Apamea (IK 32) 2. 

140 IGR III 513 = TAM II 668 ([Ka ]t1Afow Leounpov) may also refer to our man, but in I. Ephesos 
1145 ([---]Aíov ZeBnpov) someone else is probably meant. 
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been suggested by some scholars that the consul had been adopted by C. Iulius 
Quadratus Bassus cos. 105 (some add that the adoption must have been 
testamentary),14! but the order of the names rules this out. The connection with Iulius 
Bassus must be left open to doubt, as must as the connection with L. Elufrius Severus, 
proconsul of Crete and Cyrene in 100 (PIR? E 57). Note, by the way, that the children 
of the dedicators of the inscription from Tibur, N. Prosius Platanus and his wife Manilia 
Eutychia (probably a freewoman of the consul), are called Vicinilla, Vopiscianus and 
Atticus: obviously the parents had the consul in mind when naming two of their children. 

16. P. Iuventius P.f. [V]el. Celsus T. Aufidius Hoenius Severianus, cos. II ord. 
129 (PIR? I 882). The complete name is known from Dig. 5,3,20,6 and now also from 
the partly fragmentary honorary inscription from Sentinum AE 1978, 292 (which also 
gives the filiation and the tribe). Our man is called as cos. П P. Juventius Celsus in CIL 
VI 527, CIL XIV 4743, CIL VIII 18066, CIL XVI 74f., RMD 34 and Inscr. It. XIII 1, 
335 (some of these inscriptions are partly fragmentary), and /uventius Celsus in Cod. 
Iust. 7,9,3.142 He is also called Juventius Celsus in RMD 14 (as legate of Thrace in 
114), AE 1906, 27 (as proconsul of Asia), in Thracian coins and in literary sources (see 
PIR). Iuventius Celsus was the son of a Publius, obviously a P. Iuventius, and his tribe 
was the Velina. Since he seems to have been related to Umbrian families from Fanum 
and Pisaurum on the Adriatic (see below) and since he was honoured with an inscription 
in Sentinum in Umbria (for a brick stamp of a certain P. Iuventius Annianus from 
Sentinum see AE 1978, 293), he may well have come from a city in Picenum rather than 
from Aquileia or Pola (other cities in the Velina should surely not be taken into 
consideration).143 As for the item T. Aufidius Hoenius Severianus, it is surely best to 


141 Е, Groag, RE XIV 1143 (who, however, thinks that the adoptive father was A. Iulius Quadratus 
cos. II ord. 105); Cébeillac, Quaestores 115; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 245; Jacques, Curateurs 273 
note 2 ("sans doute"). 

142 Observe further that in brick stamps our man is called as cos. II not only Celsus (CIL XV 507), 
but also P. Juve. (CIL XV 1046 = ILS 8653a) and /uventius (CIL XV 1435). 

143 It should, however, be observed that there are not many attestations for Iuventii in Picenum; in fact, 
I can find only one, M. Iuventius Paulinus in Potentia, CIL IX 5812. On the other hand, there are many 
Iuventii in Northern Italy, including those of senatorial status, and it has in fact been suggested that the 
Iuventii Celsi came from there (Alfóldy, Konsulat 310). But now that we know that Celsus' tribe was 
the Velina, only Aquileia and Pola (for the tribe Vel. of Pola see B. Forlati Tamaro in Inscr. It. X 1, p. 
VIII) are left of all the cities of Northern Italy as possible candidates for the patria of these Iuventii. But 
whereas there are many Iuventii in Central Transpadana (in Verona, Brixia, etc.), the nomen is attested 
only once in Pola (CIL V 6 = Inscr. It. X 1, 1) and is rather uncommon in Aquileia (a large city with a 
huge number of inscriptions). I can find only four Iuventii in Aquileia, among whom only the 
praenomen Sex. is attested. In addition to the Iuventius in Pais 257 and the Iuventia in CIL V 1006 (cf. 
Mitth. d. Centr.-Comm. 23, 1897, 87) who do not have a praenomen or a filiation, there is a Iuventia 
Sex.l. in CIL V 1268 who may have had something to do with the Sextus Iuventius Primitivus domo 
Aquileia in CIL III 10300. Of course this is much more than the whole of Picenum can offer; but 
compared to Aquileia, the Picene cities are poor in inscriptions. 
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interpret it as maternal (thus also R.A. Bauman, ZSS 108, 1991, 16f.). Because of the 
senatorial T. Hoenii Severi (PIR? H 189f. cf. RE XVI 2383f.) the praenomen T. 
probably belongs to the nomen Hoenius, not to Aufidius, so that this item seems to be 
comparable to names like T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio (cf. above, p. 67f.), where the 
maternal nomen is inserted between the paternal praenomen and nomen. It may thus well 
be that Iuventius Celsus' mother was the daughter of a T. Hoenius and an Aufidia. 
Now, the Hoenii certainly came from Fanum Fortunae (L. Sensi, Tituli 5, 1982, 272f.), 
a city close to Pisaurum, where the Aufidii was the most important gens (cf. L. Sensi, 
ibid. 273f.); so it seems quite possible that this T. Hoenius had married a woman who 
belonged to the leading gens of the neighbouring city. 

17. C. Bruttius [L.f.(?) Pom.] Praesens L. Fulvius Rus[ticus], cos. suff. in 118 or 
119, cos. II ord. 139 (PIR? B 161. 164). The full name of our man is given in the now 
fragmentary honorary inscription from Mactar, AE 1950, 66 ([ --- P]raesenti L. Fulvio 
Rus[tico]);14^ otherwise he is called (C.) Bruttius Praesens, as cos. П!45 and in 
documents referring to him in some other capacity.!46 Scholars seem to agree in 
regarding Praesens as the son of L. Bruttius Maximus, proconsul of Cyprus in 80 (RE 
Suppl. XIV 77 no. 4a) and the item L. Fulvius Rus[ticus] in his nomenclature as 
maternal.!47 For Praesens' son, C. Bruttius Praesens cos. ord. 153 and 180, see Ch. 
III, H 7. 

18. A. Platorius A.f. Serg. Nepos Aponius Italicus Manilianus C. Licinius Pollio, 
cos. suff. 119 (RE XX 2545-8 no. 2). The full name is given in the honorary inscription 
from Aquileia, CIL V 877 = ILS 1052, the abbreviated name (A.) Platorius Nepos is 
used in CIL VI 2078 (naming this man as consul); in CIL XVI 69f. and inscriptions 
from Britain (cited by Birley, Fasti 102f.) referring to the governorship in that province; 
in brick stamps (Setälä, Private Domini 160f.) and in the Historia Augusta (Hadr. 4,2; 
23,4). For more than a hundred years scholars have thought that Platorius Nepos was 
identical with a / --- ] Pollio, tr.pl. in 109 (CIL VI 452 = ILS 3620), assuming that he 
was a Licinius Pollio who was adopted after the tribunate by an A. Platorius.148 This is 


144 The full name was presumably also used in the other honorary inscription recording Praesens' career, 
IRT 545, which is now acephalous. 

145 CIL VI 401. 833. 31147 (= ILS 2182); CIL IX 2828; CIL III 411 = ILS 338 = IGR IV 1397 - I. 
Smyma 597; RMD 38; CIL XV 1061. 1219; IDR I 212ff. no. 36; IG VII 2416; Censorin. 21,10. 

146 CIL IX 4512; CIL VIII 110; AE 1964, 106 (inscriptions of his wife); IGR III 273 (as legate of 
Cappadocia; fragmentary); AE 1938, 137 (in Syria, perhaps as governor rather than on a special mission, 
cf. Thomasson 311 no.49). 

147 Syme, RP II 490 note 1. III 1309. IV 304. V 165. 466. 564; Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 219 
(cf. ibid. 392 note 342 for older literature); W. Eck, RE Suppl. XIV 77; G. Camodeca, Tituli 5, 1982, 
153; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 409. 

148 See PIR P 337, referring to a study of Asbach from 1882; A.E. Gordon, JRS 48, 1958, 47f. 
(enumerating predecessors ibid. 47 note 10). Accepted e.g. by С. Alfóldy, ES 5, 1968, 113; Cébeillac, 
Quaestores 174; Setälä, Private Domini 160; C. Castillo, Tituli 5, 1982, 512; Franke, Legionslegaten 
16 (J. Scheid, Le collége des freres Arvales (1990) 213 note 113 only says that our man was adopted by 
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of course possible in theory, but because Pollio is such a common cognomen and 
because there is no real need to identify the consul with the tribune (the chronology of 
Nepos' career in fact seems to suggest a somewhat earlier date for the tribunate, cf. 
Birley, Fasti 101ff.) and, finally, because it does not seem probable that a man known as 
Licinius Pollio as tribune of the plebs would have changed his main name to Platorius 
Nepos at some later stage of his career, I think that the identification should be 
abandoned. The additional names of our man, Aponius Italicus Manilianus probably 
came from a relative, and the item C. Licinius Pollio might be maternal; for some of 
these names pointing to Spain (where Platorius Nepos most probably came from) see 
Birley, Fasti 102 note 11. 

19. P. Coelius P.f. Ser. Balbinus Vibullius Pius, cos. ord. 137 (PIR? C 1241). The 
full name is used in the honorary inscription of unknown origin, CIL VI 1383 - ILS 
1063 (which also gives the filiation and the tribe) and, somewhat surprisingly, in the 
consular date in CIL III 1933 = ILS 4907.149 Otherwise this man is called P. Coelius 
Balbinus; as consul: CIL VI 31145, CIL IX 5839 = ILS 2084, CIL XV 1057, AE 
1974, 228 (Privernum);!59 as patron of freedmen and slaves: CIL III 2295 (Salona). 
Syme (RP IV 165) has suggested that the item Vibullius Pius (also included in the 
nomenclature of Pompeius Falco cos. 108 and pointing perhaps to Athensl?!) may have 
come from Balbinus' mother. Coelius Balbinus probably came from Spain and was the 
son of P. Coelius Apollinaris cos. suff. 111 and the father of P. Coelius Apollinaris cos. 
ord. 169 (PIR? C 1239f.), cf. now C. Castillo, Tituli 5, 1982, 496. 

20. L. Minicius L.f. Gal. Natalis Quadronius Verus, cos. suff. 139 (PIR? M 620). 
The full name is given in the honorary inscriptions CIL XIV 3599 = ILS 1061 = Inscr. 
It. IV 1, 113, IRT 536 and IG VII 89 (the last two both somewhat fragmentary) and in 
the building inscription from Barcino (the patria of this senator), CIL II 4509 = 6145 = 
ILS 1029, where our man is named along with his father (L. Minicius Lf. [Natalis 
Quadro]nius Verus f.). He is called L. Minicius Natalis as consul (CIL XVI 175), and 
Minicius Natalis as legate of Moesia Inferior (AE 1972, 547 = ISM V 141); and in the 
votive inscriptions he erected in various cities in Italy he used the abbreviated name L. 
Minicius Natalis to refer to himself: CIL XIV 3554 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 56 = ILS 3415; IG 
ХІУ 1125 = Inscr. It. IV 1, 33 = IGR I 376; AE 1904, 183 = IGR I 1391; CIL XI 2925 
= ILS 3221.152 The consul of 139 was the son of L. Minicius Natalis cos. suff. 106 


a Platorius). Not rejected by Schumacher, Priesterkollegien 232; possibility taken into consideration but 
not thought likely on chronological grounds by Birley, Fasti 103; doubted by A. Betz, RE XX 2546. 
Eck, Statthalter 164f., says nothing of this and so obviously rejects the identification. 

149 That the consul is given the full nomenclature in this inscription from Salona must depend on the 
fact that he had connections with Salona (cf. G. Alfóldy, ES 5, 1982, 135) and accordingly was known 
by the full name there. 

150 үр the fasti of the Sodales Augustales etc., Inscr. It. XIII 1, 313, the correct reading is surely, to 
judge from the photo, /P. Coe]lio Balbino, not [P. Coelio Vibu]llio Balbino (Degrassi). In other 
sources referring to the consulate of 137, our man is called simply Balbinus. 

151 Cf, M. Woloch, Roman Citizenship and the Athenian Elite AD 96 - 161 (21989) 116ff. 
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(PIR2 M 619), together with whom he is named in ILS 1029 (see above). The very 
uncommon nomen Quadronius also appears in the nomenclature of another Spaniard, 
Q. Licinius Silvanus Granianus Quadronius Proculus (PIR? L 249), whose father Q. 
Licinius Silvanus Granianus (PIR? L 247) held the consulate in 106 together with the 
elder L. Minicius Natalis. The two were thus obviously related, cf. Syme, RP II 770; 
Syme later suggested that the fathers of both had married a Quadronia (RP IV 89. 100. 
165. V 604). 

21. M. Pontius M.f. Pup. Laelianus Larcius Sabinus, cos. suff. 144 (RE XXII 39f. 
no. 35; on the date of the consulate see Alfóldy, Konsulat 147). The full name is known 
from the honorary inscription CIL VI 1497 + 1549 = ILS 1094 + 1100; otherwise this 
senator is called M. Pontius Laelianus (in the honorary inscription CIL III 6182 = ISM 
V 144 from Moesia Inferior from the time of the governorship in Moesia of his son, the 
consul of 163; as consul: CIL VI 24162) or Pontius Laelianus (as legate of Pannonia 
Superior: CILXVI 96f. 178; as legate of Syria: AE 1939, 179 = IGLS 2550; Laelianus 
Pontius Fronto p. 128 v.d.H.). The origin of the item Larcius Sabinus is unknown 
(there was a senator L. Iulius Larcius Sabinus in the early third century, CIL XI 1431 = 
Inscr. It. VII 1, 122 [PIR2 I 374], but there is not necessarily a connection). The consul 
of 144 was probably a son of the Pontius Laelianus mentioned in the "testamentum 
Dasumii" CIL VI 10229 (RE XXII 39 no. 33) and the father of M. Pontius Laelianus 
cos. ord. 163 (RE ibid. no. 34). M. Pontius Sabinus, cos. suff. 153 (RE ibid. no. 50), 
in turn the father of M. Pontius M.f. Pup. Varanus Sabinus (ILJug. 1418; AE 1982, 
956; RE ibid. no. 52), was far more probably a younger brother of the consul of 144 
(thus e.g. Alfóldy, Konsulat 314) than another son. 

22. T. Flavius Pal. Longinus Q. Marcius Turbo, a former knight, cos. suff. ?149 
(Alfóldy, Konsulat 153f.), legate of Moesia Inferior (PIR? F 305). The full name is used 
in the honorary inscriptions, CIL III 7542 = ILS 1074 and IGR I 622 = ISM II 57 
(giving the tribe and the career), and in three other inscriptions from Moesia, CIL III 
13735 (perhaps a votive inscription, erected by the man himself); AE 1919, 12 2 ISMI 
151; ISM I 152. The second praenomen Q. or K(óivtog) is given in all these 
inscriptions (in CIL III 13735 it must be restored) except in the Greek text of the 
bilingual inscription ISM I 151. The abbreviated name Flavius Longinus is used in CIL 
III 7449 (e.g. [permissu Fl.] Longini leg. Aug. pr. pr.) and in AE 1917/18, 111 from 
Rome, where our man is mentioned as curator of the public works. Scholars seem to 
agree that this man was a son of T. Flavius Longinus, decurio in Napoca and 
Sarmizegethusa, etc. (CIL III 1100 = ILS 7141), and that he had been adopted by Q. 
Marcius Turbo, the praetorian prefect,!53 although the order of his names suggests 
rather the reverse. But our man might have been connected with Marcius Turbo in some 
other way. 

23. M'. Acilius M'.f. Gal. Glabrio Cn. Cornelius Severus, cos. ord. 152 (PIR? A 


152 And [Aoóxtoc Mivixioc] МатбАлс is surely the correct restoration in I. Olympia 236 = SIG? 840, 
erected by the man himself after having won the four-horse chariot race at the Olympic games in 129. 
153 A. Stein, PIR2 F 305; Pflaum, Carrières 211; Syme, RP II 555; Cébeillac, Quaestores 129; 
Alfóldy, Konsulat 313; J. Sasel, Tituli 5, 1982, 569; Jacques, Curateurs 273 note 2. 
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73). The full name is given in the two honorary inscriptions, CIL XIV 4237 = Inscr. It. 
IV 1, 98 2 ILS 1072 (including the filiation and the tribe) and AE 1983, 912 - I. 
Ephesos 611.154 Called M’. Acilius Glabrio in the inscription of his great- 
granddaughter CIL IX 2333 - ILS 1133 and as consul (CIL XIV 250 - ILS 6174; 
otherwise Glabrio); Acilius Glabrio as proconsul of Africa in AE 1961, 224 (if this 
inscription really refers to him and not to a later homonym). There can be no doubt that 
the consul of 152 was the son of M'. Acilius Glabrio cos. 124 (PIR? A 68) and the 
father of M'. Acilius Glabrio cos. II ord. 186 (PIR2 A 69) and (probably) of M'. Acilius 
Faustinus cos. suff. 179 (RMD 123; not, I think, necessarily identical with the M. (sic) 
Acilius Vibius Faustinus known from CIL VI 1978). It has been suggested that our man 
had been adopted by Cn. (Pinarius) Cornelius Severus cos. suff. 112 (M. Dondin, 
Latomus 37, 1978, 159),155 or that he was a Cornelius adopted by Glabrio cos. 124 
(Syme, RP III 1330), which is a better idea. Still better, however, is the alternative 
suggestion of Syme (ibid.), namely that the item Сл. Cornelius Severus was maternal: 
cf. Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 254f., who observes that the daughter of Cn. (Pinarius) 
Cornelius Severus cos. 112 was called Cornelia Manliola and that the assumption that 
this Manliola was married to Glabrio cos. 124 (and thus the mother of Glabrio cos. 152) 
would explain the appearance of the cognomen Manliola among the Acilii (Acilia 
Manliola, probably a daughter of Glabrio cos. 152: PFOS no. 4; Acilia M'.f. Manliola, a 
great-granddaughter of the consul of 152: PIR? A 91, cf. ILS 1133). 

24. M. Sedatius C.f. Quir. Severianus Iul. Acer Metil. Nepos Rufinus Ti. Rutilianus 
Censor, cos. suff. 153 (RE ПА 1006-10 no. 1; Thomasson, SPQR 72f.). The full 
name, as given above, appears in the honorary inscription IDR III 2, 97 = ILS 9487; a 
somewhat shorter nomenclature is used in CIL XIV 247. 248 (fragmentary), where this 
man is called, as patron of Ostian corpora, M. Sedatius Severianus Iulius Rufinus; in 
AE 1981, 640 (from Limonum, his patria, cf. below), an honorary inscription from the 
beginnings of Severianus' career, his nomenclature has been rendered most surprisingly 
as M. Sed(atio) C f. Iul(io) Rufino Q[uir.] Severiano. Otherwise he is called M. 
Sedatius Severianus, both in honorary (AE 1933, 249 - IDR III 2, 98; Studia Pontica 
III (1910] 244 no.271) and in other inscriptions referring to him (in Dacia: CIL III 1575 
= IDR Ш 1, 70; in Cappadocia: IGR III 113, omitting the praenomen; patron in Ostia: 
CIL XIV 246. 250 = ILS 6174; as consul: FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 51; CIL II 2008 = ILS 
5423; and in CIL XV 7527).156 The son of the consul was called M. Sedatius M.f. 


154 The full name may also have been used in NSA 1957, 146 no. 4, another inscription from Tibur 
(very fragmentary) and in IRT 21 referring to Glabrio's proconsulate of Africa (now breaking off after 
Glab[rio ...]). [ --- ]rio Cn. Cornelius Severus in CIL XIV 2484 (Castrimoenium) was perhaps the 
consul's son (Syme, RP III 1330f.). 

155 Noting that Cn. Cornelius Severus (for whom cf. above p. 87) was a patrician, Dondin explains the 
patrician status of Glabrio as derived from the adoption: "patricien, il (Severus) a sans doute conféré cette 
qualité à M'. Acilius Glabrio par l'adoption". But by the second century the Acilii Glabriones, who had 
supplied consuls from the year 191 BC, had surely been patricians for a long time (cf. PIR2 A 62). 

156 The filiation and the tribe are given in surprisingly many of the texts mentioned above: both are 
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Quir. Severus Iulius Reginus (CIL XIV 246-8. 250; RE IIA 1010 no.2), and the consul 
himself, when not called simply M. Sedatius Severianus or, as in IDR III 2, 97, given 
the complete nomenclature, was known as M. Sedatius Severianus Iulius Rufinus. 
From the additional nomina of the consul, /ulius was thus obviously the most 
important. (Where the other names came from cannot be determined; I would not like to 
explain the complete nomenclature of this man by assuming that "plusieurs adoptions" 
had taken place as does, however, M. Le Glay, in: L'Africa Romana 6 [1989] 37.) Our 
man might thus have been a Iulius C.f. adopted by a M. Sedatius, though I find it more 
probable that he was the son of a C. Sedatius who was perhaps married to a Iulia. As for 
the rest of the names, it seems clear that Julius and Rufinus do not belong together, in 
spite of the fact that they appear as a unit in the middle-length nomenclature, for in the 
full nomenclature Julius is coupled with the cognomen Acer. The item Julius Acer is in 
fact attested in the nomenclature of of another senator, Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus cos. 
149, of whose additional names something is known from CIL VI 31753 and AE 1966, 
115 (cf. Ch. V, note 16), the latter inscription including the item Zulo (sic) Acri.157 
Rufinus, again, seems to belong to Rutilianus; cf. the item Rutilianus Rufinus also in 
the nomenclature of Sosius Priscus cos. 149 (CIL VI 31753) and in that of his son, the 
consul of 169 (ILS 1104). The cognomen Rutilianus also appears, by the way, in the 
full name of of P. Cassius Dexter, cos. perhaps in 151 (Alföldy, Konsulat 160; PIR2 C 
490), where there is a gap between Metilius and [ --- Jus Rutilianus, as attested in the 
inscription CIL III 12116 cf. 13618 = ILS 1050add. Noting that the nomen Metilius is 
preceded by the names Augus[tanus Alpin]us Bellicius Sollers which are also included 
in the nomenclature of Priscus cos. 169 (ILS 1104), and with an eye on Sedatius 
Severianus' full name which includes the item Metilius Nepos (referring evidently to the 
Metilii PIR? M 540. 545. 547), I would suggest that the end of the nomenclature of 
Cassius Dexter in ILS 1050 should be supplemented as follows: Bellicius Sollers 
Metilius [Nepos Rufin]us Rutilianus. Obviously there was a connection between all of 
these senators, though the nature of it must remain unknown. Note that Cassius Dexter 
surely came from a city in the Transpadana and that the shared items in his nomenclature, 
Augustanus Alpinus Bellicius Sollers (shared by the Pompeii Sosii) and Metilius 
Nepos (shared by Sedatius Severianus) point in the same direction (cf. G. Alfóldy, 
Tituli 5, 1982, 342. 357f. 360). The formation of the item Ti. Rutilianus Censor at the 
end of Sedatius Severianus' nomenclature is somewhat peculiar; it seems as though a 


given in IDR III 2, 97. 98 and CIL XIV 247 (in CIL XIV 248 only the tribe has been preserved), only 
the filiation in CIL XIV 246. 250. | 

157 There is, of course, the problem that the nomenclature of the son of the consul of 149, the consul of 
169, included the item Julio Apro, collocated between Sollerti and Ducenio like the item Jul(i)o Acri 
in the inscription of the father AE 1966, 115 (ILS 1104; the reading is certain, cf. the photo in Inscr. It. 
IV 1, 126). It seems probable that either Acri in AE 1966, 115 or Apro in ILS 1104 is a mistake; H.- 
С. Pflaum in Scripta Varia II 326f. prefers, I think rightly, Acri, referring to the item Julius Acer in 
the nomenclature of Sedatius Severianus and pointing out that the existence of senatorial Iulii Apri (cf. 
PIR2I157) is merely conjectural. 
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nomen has been omitted, perhaps, to judge from the praenomen, Julius or Claudius. If 
Rutilianus in fact belongs to Rufinus and not to the praenomen Tiberius and the 
cognomen Censor, one could assume that the item Ti. (...) Censor has been derived 
from a Gallic relative of Severianus, who came from Limonum in Aquitania (cf. Y. 
Burnand, Tituli 5, 1982, 424). Censor is acognomen attested mainly in the Galliae (see 
the material in TLL Onom. II 317; cf. Kajanto 317); this relative might have acquired 
Roman citizenship in the time of the Julio-Claudians (when there were emperors with the 
praenomen Tiberius). 

25. Sex. Pedius Sex.f. Arn. Hirrutus Lucilius Pollio, cos. suff. probably in 158 (RE 
XIX 43 no. 6; on the date of the consulate see Alföldy, Konsulat 170ff.). The full name 
is used in the honorary inscription CIL VI 1486 = XIV 3995 = Alföldy, Fasti 
Hispanienses 86 (including the filiation and the tribe) and in the funerary inscription this 
man set up for his father, CIL VI 1485 = XIV 3994;158 the short name Pedius Hirrutus 
is attested in the Fasti Ostienses (ed. Vidman p. 52: [Sex. Pedius Hirr]utus ... [in 
loc]jum Pedi Hirruti). The father of the consul was himself called Sex. Pedius Sex.f. 
Arn. Hirrutus; perhaps he was married to a Lucilia.159 

26. M. Statius M.f. CI. Priscus Licinius Italicus, a former knight, cos. ord. 159 (RE 
IIIA 2218-21 no. 18). The full name is known from the honorary inscription CIL VI 
1523 = ILS 1092, and was obviously also used in the now fragmentary inscription set 
up by Statius Priscus himself [pro sal]ute of the emperors Marcus and Verus, AE 1910, 
86 = IMS II 52. Otherwise this man is called M. Statius Priscus190 or Statius 
Priscus.161 Scholars do not seem to have speculated on the origin of the item Licinius 
Italicus, on which in fact apparently nothing can be said. 

27. A. Iunius P.f. Fabia Pastor L. Caesennius Sospes, cos. ord. 163 (PIR? I 796). 
The full name is used in two honorary inscriptions, CIL VI 1435 and CIL III 6076 = 
ILS 1095 = I. Ephesos 1543 (both giving the filiation and the tribe) and in the votive 
inscription erected by the man himself, AE 1965, 239 from Mogontiacum. All three 
inscriptions give the second praenomen L(ucius). The full name was also surely used in 
the fragmentary honorary inscription CIL V 7775 from Vada Sabatia, if, as G. Alfóldy, 
ES 3, 1968, 35, G. Camodeca, ANRW II 13, 496f. 524f., and Jacques, Curateurs 42, 
think, this text is to be referred to our man (note the letters se in the first (preserved) 
line: perhaps /Cae]se[nnio]). Otherwise this man is called A. Junius Pastor (as consul: 
CIL VI 10743; CPL 157) or Junius Pastor (CIL XIII 6808; to be restored in the 


158 — DEE. Kleiner, Roman Imperial Funerary Altars (1987) 178-80 no. 55, with the date "ca. AD 
100". So much for the dating of inscriptions on archaeological grounds. 

159 These men came from Teate (cf. M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 186) and were obviously descendants of 
the early imperial equestrian Sex. Pedius Sex.f. Ar[n.] Lusianus Hirrutus (ILS 2689; Dobson, 
Primipilares 175 no. 18; for the reading Ar[n.] see M. Buonocore, 10. MGR [1986] 257). 

160 CIL III 940 (= IDR III 3, 241). 1061 (= ILS 4006). 1299 (= IDR III 3, 306). 1416 (= IDR III 3, 
276). 7882 (=IDR III 3, 240) (as legate of Dacia). 

161 CIL XVI 107. 108 (in Dacia); RMD 55 (in Moesia Superior); CIL IX 5823 = ILS 6048 (as consul); 
CIL III 7505 = ILS 2311; in literary sources. 
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consular date in AE 1922, 68 = ISM V 63162), It has been suggested that the consul was 
a Iunius adopted by a L. Caesennius Sospes,163 although in that case we should 
certainly expect to see the item L. Caesennius at the beginning of the nomenclature. But 
surely he is not a Casesennius adopted by a Iunius either, though Syme thought of this 
possibility as well in RP III 1056, noting that this must have been a genuine, not a 
testamentary adoption. Syme's affirmation was based on the fact that Iunius Pastor, 
who, as Syme thought, came from Brixia (see below), has the tribe Fabia (the tribe e.g. 
of Brixia), not the Stellatina of his presumed original family, the Caesennii, who came 
from Tarquinii. If Iunius Pastor were a Caesennius P.f. adopted by an A. Iunius and the 
adoption were genuine, he should have the filiation A f. referring to the adoptive father; 
on the other hand, if he were a Caesennius adopted by testament by an A. Iunius, he 
should, as Syme notes (cf. also RP IV 165; Historia Augusta Papers 192 note 19), have 
the tribe Stellatina of the Caesennii. An adoption is thus out of the question, cf. Syme, 
RP IV 165 and Historia Augusta Papers 192 (withdrawing in note 19 his remarks in RP 
III 1056); and so Syme suggested that the item L. Caesennius Sospes could be 
maternal, which in fact seems plausible. One might think that Iunius Pastor's father was 
married to a daughter of L. Caesennius Sospes cos. 114 (thus Syme, RP VII 487). 
Scholars have, I think, always assumed that Iunius Pastor was an Italian (cf., e.g., 
Alfóldy, Konsulat 310), but it was, as far as I can see, only in 1968 that a specific city 
was suggested, namely Brixia, by Syme, RP II 718, cf. RP III 1056, IV 165f., VII 
487. 555. There is in fact much that speaks for a Cisalpine origin of Iunius Pastor (see 
the summary by G. Alfóldy in Tituli 5, 1982, 362f.); but the evidence cited in favour of 
Brixia is not at all satisfactory. There is the tribe Fabia, of course, but Fabia was also the 
tribe of Patavium. In addition to the tribe, Syme also adduced a "sepulchral slab" from 
Brixia with the text Junio Pa[-] "in large letters", citing the inscription as NSA 1950, 
70. Let us have a look at this inscription (to be referred to more correctly as NSA 1950, 
49f. no. 26), now published anew as Inscr. It. X 5, 531. It was erected by a certain 
Ser. Serviliu[s --- ], named at the beginning of the text in the nominative, [S]er. 
Servilio S[er.f. Fab.] / Iunio PA[ --- ]. Now, there is, of course, the theoretical 
possibility that the text ran originally Junio Pa[stori], but it is certainly much more 
probable that we are dealing with a son and his father and that the correct supplement is 
paltri] (thus Garzetti in Inscr. It., in no way referring to other possibilities; G.L. 
Gregori, Brescia Romana I [1990] 170). Iunius would then be the father's cognomen 
(Junius is in fact attested as a cognomen in Brixia, cf. Inscr. It. X 5, 373; and note that 
according to Gregori, op. cit. 279 note 41 "l'uso di gentilizi come cognomi è a Brixia 
fenomeno ben attestato"). It should thus be clear that the Brixian inscription cited by 
Syme cannot be used as evidence in discussing Iunius Pastor's origin. Further, a look at 
the list of Iunii in Brixia, Gregori, op. cit. 101, does not strengthen the belief that Iunius 
Pastor came from Brixia; it is a small and miserable collection, and two of the three Iunii 


162 In AE and in ISM V 63 the reading offered is [CJe[sen]ni[o Sospite], but this is not acceptable (cf. 
Groag, RE X 1074); in fact, the facsimile in ISM suggests the reading Junio [Pastore]. 

163 Cébeillac, Quaestores 144; G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 362; Jacques, Curateurs 43 (naming L. 
Caesennius Sospes cos. suff. 114 [RMD 14] as the adopting parent). 
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there seem to have lived in the late second or in the third century. Thus, when nothing in 
fact speaks for Brixia, why not consider Patavium as the patria of Iunius Pastor?164 
Patavium was in the Fabia, too, and there are Iunii there (CIL V 2786. 2853. 2864 [= 
ILS 5406 - a IlIIvir]; AE 1987, 445). Not only that, there were even A. Iunii (CIL V 
2786). Iunius Mauricus, who may have been in some way related to Iunius Pastor (cf. 
Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 362), knew the habits of the people of Patavium (Plin., epist. 
1,14,6; Pliny seems, however, to imply that Mauricus did not himself come from 
Patavium (cf. below p. 150]); and the brick stamp of a certain Q. Iunius Pastor (CIL V 
8110, 40), who must have had something to do with the consul, was found in the area 
of Rovigo only about 40 kilometres south of Patavium but far from Brixia. - For an A. 
Iunius Pastor, eq. R., scrib(a) libr(arius), who was buried in Perge by his freedman 
and alumnus Iunius Augurinus see EA 11, 1988, 150 no.98 (on a sarcophagus). 

28. C. Vettius C.fil. Volt. Sabinianus Iulius Hospes, a former knight, cos. probably 
in 175 (RE VIIIA 1861-7 no. 43; for the date of the consulate see Alfóldy, Konsulat 
190). The full name of our man is given in the honorary inscription ILAfr. 281 
(Thuburbo Maius, including the filiation and the tribe); it is also used in the fragmentary 
inscription of Sabinianus' great-grandson, CIL VIII 823 = 12346 (cf. p. 2421: [C. 
Veltti Sab[ini]a[ni Iul. Hospi]tis). He is called C. Vettius Sabinianus in CIL III 7854 
(still as auxiliary prefect) and CIL III 4426 = 11089 = ILS 3655 (as legate of Pannonia 
Superior).165 His descendants are Vettii, cf. e.g. the stemma in Corbier, Aerarium 277. 
The Vettii obviously had connections with Africa, but their (or at least our man's) tribe 
was the Voltinia, for which there are no attestations in Africa; for this reason it has been 
suggested that Vettius Sabinianus may have been a Iulius from Italy or from 
Narbonensis and that he had been adopted by an African C. Vettius.166 But the item 
Iulius Hospes looks African,167 and so it is perhaps better to assume that it came from 
our man's mother or from some other relative, and that his branch of the Vettii was 
originally Italian or Narbonensian and had settled in Africa or which only had close 
contacts with Africa. 168 

29. L. Vespronius Candidus Sallustius Sabinianus, legate of the legio III Augusta 


164 Jacques, Curateurs 43 note 4 seems in fact to suggest that Iunius Pastor came from Patavium, but 
he does not discuss Syme's proposition. 

165 Т do not think that IGR IV 1076 refers to our man. 

166 A. Betz, RE VIIIA 1862; M.G. Jarrett, ES 9, 1972, 213; M. Corbier, Tituli 5, 1982, 735; J. 
Gascou, Ant. Afr. 24, 1988, 71 note 25. There were C. Vettii in Thuburbo Maius, cf. the equestrian M. 
Vettius C.f. Quir. Latro, AE 1939, 81 = ILTun. 720-1 (Pflaum, Carriéres no. 104). Jarrett, loc. cit., and 
H. Devijver in PME V 80 in fact seem to think that this man adopted Sabinianus, but because of the 
different praenomina this does not seem possible; Gascou, loc. cit., suggests more plausibly that the 
adoptive father may have been Vettius Latro's brother. 

167 The cognomina Hospes / Hospita, Hospitalis, etc. are especially frequent in Africa, cf. Kajanto, 
Cognomina 306, and there are many Iulii Hospites and Iuliae Hospitae in the Index to CIL VIII. 

168 Cf. Corbier, Aerarium 271; Alfóldy, Konsulat 318; Dietz, Senatus contra principem 250f.; Jacques, 
Curateurs 55; Leunissen 366. 
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(i.e. of "Numidia"), cos. suff. ?176 (RE УША 1716f.; for the date of the consulate see 
Alfóldy, Konsulat 190). The full name is used in the honorary inscription from 
Lambaesis, AE 1967, 575; otherwise this man is called L. Vespronius Candidus (CIL 
VIII 2752; AE 1955, 136: see below) or Vespronius Candidus (CIL III 1092, as legate 
of Dacia; in literary sources: Tert. Scap. 4,3; Dio 73,17,1; HA, Did. 5,6). It is 
somewhat surprising that the other inscriptions from Lambaesis, CIL VIII 2752 and AE 
1955, 136, are also honorary inscriptions, and that in spite of this and the fact that both 
(apparently) give the filiation and the tribe (and CIL VIII 2752 at least also the 
domus)16? only the tria nomina are given, not the complete nomenclature. (Note that 
Candidus is styled consul in AE 1967, 575, but le[g. Aug.] in AE 1955, 136 and 
co[s. des.] - the supplement seems fairly certain - in CIL VIII 2752; but I do not think 
one should assume that Vespronius Candidus added the item Sallustius Sabinianus only 
as consul.) 

For further examples of the name type P + N + C (+...) + N + C, where the first 
tria nomina are used in the short nomenclature, see e.g. PIR? L 213. M 462. O 123; RE 
УША 821f. no. 6; RE Suppl. XIV 84 no. 4 (Thomasson, SPQR 27f.); 659f. no. 1а 
(Thomasson, SPQR 73); 829 no. 3 (senators); PIR2 M 67. 249. O 51 (knights). 


g) Some further names 


1. C. Silius (A.) Caecina Largus, cos. AD 13 (PIR S 507; RE IIIA 74 no. 12). 
Called as consul usually Silius or C. Silius (CIL VI 7479. 9050 [= ILS 1787]. 10051 
[= ILS 5283]; CIL XV 4565; RE XVII 1431 no. 109 [tessera]; for the consular dates in 
literary sources see Inscr. It. XIII 1, 532f.). These are also the name forms used of this 
man on other occasions by Velleius, Tacitus and Dio (see PIR). But in other sources 
referring to the consulate, the nomenclature of the consul is given in a more complex 
form: the Capitoline fasti (Inscr. It. XIII 1, 62) have C. Silius P f. P.n. Caecina Largus 
(the item Caecina Largus having later been erased, perhaps, as Mommsen thought, 
because it was judged unsuitable or incorrect by someone); the Fasti Antiates Minores 
(Inscr. It. XIII 1, 303) C. Silius A. Caecina Largus; the Index of consuls prefixed to 
Dio's book 56 Г. Х1Алос Г. vi. Kaixtva A&piog (sic; the filiation and the cognomen 
have to be corrected). That this is the name of one and the same man has not been 
undisputed (it has been suggested that C. Silius and A. Caecina Largus were two 
different consuls, an ordinarius and a suffectus), but that only one man is meant now 
emerges with certainty from the inscription from Rome, AE 1966, 16, where the consul 
of AD 13 is called C. Caec(ina), the praenomen belonging to Silius having been 
combined with the second nomen Caecina (cf. S. Panciera, Bull. Com. 79, 1963/64, 
94ff.; Id., in: L'onomastique Latine 198). In spite of the inscription AE 1966, 16, 
Silius was obviously the consul's main nomen; and the filiation P.f., known from the 
Capitoline fasti, refers to a Silius, not to a Caecina (the Caecinae, or at least those who 


169 CIL УШ 2752: L. Vespron[io L.(?) f. Saba]tina Can[dido Man]tua co[s. des.], etc.; AE 1955, 
136: [L. Vesp]ronio [L.(?) f. Sabatin]a (or perhaps Sab. Малија ?) [Can]dido le/g. Aug.], etc. 
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belonged to the upper classes, did not use the praenomen P.), no doubt to P. Silius 
Nerva cos. 20 BC. This Silius Nerva had at least two sons, P. Silius P.f. P.n. cos. AD 
3 (the filiation is attested in the Fasti Capitolini) and A. Licinius Nerva Silianus cos. AD 
7 (cf. above p. 14). As for C. Silius, the consul of AD 13, it has been suggested that he 
was a Silius adopted by a Caecina (not acceptable) or a Caecina adopted by a Silius. The 
latter solution is most competently advocated by G. Di Vita-Evrard, Tituli 5, 1982, 408 
(in a comment on Syme's "Clues to Testamentary Adoption"; reproduced in Syme, RP 
IV 171f.). Noting that Velleius says that Licinius Nerva Silianus cos. 7 died prematurely 
and that nothing is known of P. Silius cos. 3 after the consulate, Di Vita-Evrard suggests 
that P. Silius cos. 20 BC may have adopted an A. Caecina Largus after the death of his 
two sons, the adoption taking place at some time before AD 13. As for the praenomen C. 
(one would, of course, expect P.), that is explained by reminding us that "anomalies de 
ce genre" are attested under the late Republic, the book of Shackleton Bailey being 
referred to. But this is not the case; in the lists of adoptees in Shackleton Bailey there is 
not a single example of an adoptee who has taken over the nomen, but not the 
praenomen, of the adoptive father. As for the case of T. Annius Milo, whose adoptive 
father's name is given as C. Annius by Asconius, Shackleton Bailey (103) does not 
accept the reading but expressly recommends the correction of the praenomen to T(itus) 
(the praenomina in Asconius are, as transmitted, often erroneous, cf. Vornamen 227 
note 199). The tradition that an adoptive son should be given the praenomen of the 
adoptive father was so strong that in the case of a man adopting two sons they were both 
given the same praenomen (cf. Vornamen 228). Thus the fact that the consul of AD 13 is 
a Gaius is a very serious obstacle indeed to the assumption that he was an adoptive, not a 
natural son of P. Silius Nerva cos. 20 BC. Note also that it was obviously important for 
Romans to have a son who had the same praenomen as his father (cf. Vornamen 204ff., 
where it is observed that if a son who had his father's praenomen died or was given 
away to be adopted into another family, the praenomen of another son was changed to 
that of the father). Therefore, if P. Silius cos. AD 3 was dead at the time of the alleged 
adoption of the consul of AD 13, it would be even more strange if the adoptive son did 
not inherit the adoptive father's praenomen. (Di Vita-Evrard, loc. cit., recalls that there 
was already a P. Silius at the time of the adoption, the later consul of AD 28, most 
probably a son of the consul of AD 3; but this man belongs to the next generation, and 
so his existence cannot have influenced the elder P. Silius, his grandfather, in his choice 
of his alleged adoptive son's praenomen.) I thus think that it is better not to assume that 
the consul of AD 13 was an adopted son of the consul of 20 BC, and I must confess that 
I much prefer the solution of Syme, namely that the item (A.) Caecina Largus was 
maternal (Syme, RP IV 168, cf. RP IV 355f.; AA 97 note 22; accepted by Eck, 
Statthalter 4). The consul of 20 BC was married to a Coponia, it is true (Vell. 2,33,2), 
but that was back in 32 BC, and he may well have later married a Caecinia. C. Silius 
Caecina Largus, who must have been a patrician (C. Silius, the lover of Messalina, was 
patriciae gentis, Iuv. sat. 10, 332; cf. AE 1985, 41), was probably born c. 20 BC. 

2. M. Acilius Memmius Glabrio, one of a group of senatorial curatores riparum et 
alvei Tiberis in the early years of the reign of Tiberius (c. 16 according to Syme, AA 
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265 note 74), CIL VI 31543 = ILS 5893. It has been thought that this man was a 
Memmius who had been adopted by aM. Acilius (A.E. and J.S. Gordon, AJPh 72, 
1951, 285; L.R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic [1960] 186; C. 
Castillo, Gerion 2, 1984, 244). Taylor has a good reason for her suggestion: the Acilii 
Glabriones of the Empire were in the tribe Galeria (cf. above, f 23), which was also the 
tribe of an important branch of the republican Memmii; the Acilii may, according to 
Taylor, have acquired the tribe through adoption, and in our man we would have a 
suitable candidate for that Memmius who entered the gens Acilia. The problem is, 
however, that if this were a case of adoption one would expect the man to have some 
other cognomen than Glabrio, namely a cognomen belonging to the nomen Memmius; 
this type of name, where a second nomen has been inserted between a nomen and 
cognomen obviously belonging together, would rather make one think of the son of an 
Acilius Glabrio and of a Memmia. But perhaps an adoption is not excluded after all; 
during the Republic the Memmii did not use a cognomen, and there were still 
descendants of these Memmii left in the time of Augustus (cf. PIR? M 455f.). If our man 
was a Memmius without a cognomen, and he was adopted by a M. Acilius Glabrio, 
there was, if he chose to use the name type Р + N + N + C after the adoption, not much 
that he could do about the cognomen. Another question is whether this man, even if we 
consider him as the natural son of a Memmius, can be used to explain the tribe Galeria of 
the Acilii Glabriones of the Empire. These Glabriones, who normally use the praenomen 
Manius, were not necessarily descendants of this M. Acilius. As for our man's 
ancestry, in PIR? A 75 it is suggested that he was a son of M. Glabrio cos. 33 BC, but 
Syme, AA 265 note 74 prefers to regard him as a grandson. 

3. Q. Arulenus Rusticus = Iunius Rusticus, cos. suff. 92 (PIR? I 730), the brother 
of Iunius Mauricus, Plin. epist. 1,14,1-3 (perhaps not Transpadane, as usually 
assumed, cf. Syme, RP IV 375, VII 581f.). Called ©. Arulenus Rusticus in the fasti of 
Potentia and Ostia (AE 1949, 23; FOst., ed. Vidman, p. 44: Q. Aru[-), Arulenus 
Rusticus or Rusticus Arulenus by Tacitus, Pliny and Dio; but /unius Rusticus by 
Suetonius, Dom. 10,3. He is surely related to Iunius Rusticus, a senator attested in AD 
29 and to Q. Iunius Rusticus, cos. suff. 133, II ord. 162 (PIR? I 813f.); the former 
should be his father(thus Syme), the latter his grandson (L. Petersen in PIR; G. Alfóldy, 
Tituli 5, 1982, 361; Syme, RP VII 581. 584). Now, our man is an Arulenus, but his 
brother and other relatives are Iunii; according to Syme, RP V 644 (cf. RP VII 583), the 
nomen Arulenus "is either adoptive or maternal - and was accorded preference before 
the indistinctive 'unius"'. (In RP VII 583 Syme adds a third possibility, namely that 
Arulenus Rusticus was the son of an Arulenus, being only the half-brother of Iunius 
Mauricus; but in that case one would expect Rusticus' descendants to be Aruleni, not 
Iunii.) Let us have a look at these two alternatives. If Arulenus was an adoptive nomen, 
we would be dealing with a Iunius Rusticus adopted by an Arulenus, and the full name 
of our man would in this case probably have been "Q. Arulenus Iunius Rusticus". (I do 
not think that we should consider the possibility that Rusticus was an Arulenus adopted 
by a Iunius.) In this case the praenomen Q. would belong to the nomen Arulenus. This 
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is, of course, not impossible. But there are no other examples of the nomen Arulenus 
appearing combined with the praenomen Quintus (cf. above note 9), and the praenomen 
Quintus seems in fact to belong to the nomen /unius, for there are Q. Iunii both among 
the descendants of Arulenus Rusticus (see above) and among those of his brother Iunius 
Mauricus (see PIR? I 773). Perhaps it is thus better to assume that the nomen Arulenus 
came from Rusticus' mother, at least as long as we have no attestations for Q. Aruleni, 
and as long as Rusticus' complete nomenclature, including the filiation and the tribe, is 
not known from a documentary source. If Arulenus is maternal, the consul would be a 
Q. Iunius in whose nomenclature the nomen Arulenus was inserted between items 
inherited from the father. However, we could not say whether it was inserted between 
the praenomen and the nomen or between the nomen and the cognomen, for both 
collocations of a maternal nomen are attested (cf. above p. 63ff.). The reasons for the 
preference of the nomen Arulenus by Rusticus cannot, I think, be determined; Syme 
thinks that this was because Junius was so common and thus, as he puts it, 
"indistinctive", but I find it somewhat hard to believe that the Romans could have 
thought of such things as the frequency of individual nomina and that they would have 
been anxious to use an uncommon nornen instead of a common one, whenever possible 
(cf. above p. 60). 

4. L. Neratius Marcellus, cos. suff. 95, II ord. 129 (PIR? N 55). He was the brother 
of L. Neratius Priscus the jurist, cos. 97 (PIR? N 60), cf. Dig. 33,7,12,43 Neratius 
libro quarto epistularum Marcello fratri respondit. These two Neratii came from 
Saepinum. But Neratius Priscus was a plebeian, whereas Neratius Marcellus had been 
adlected to the patriciate by Vespasian, i.e. in AD 73/4. Now, there was another Neratius 
from Saepinum who had been made patrician in 73/4, M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa, 
legate of Lycia-Pamphylia in the seventies (above, e 4), who had, according to the 
inscription Fouilles de Xanthos VII no. 89 = AE 1981, 841, a son called Маркос 
Nepatiog MápxeAXoc. Scholars now seem to agree in assuming that all this must 
mean that Neratius Marcellus and Neratius Priscus were sons of L. Neratius Priscus cos. 
suff. 87 (PIR? N 59), and that Marcellus had been adopted by Neratius Pansa (no doubt 
a relative) at some time before the census of 73/4 and before the governorship of Lycia- 
Pamphylia of Pansa, М&ркос Мератіос MapKeAAoc in the inscription from Xanthus 
being identical with the consul of 95 and 129.170 There is in fact something in this 
solution. But what if frater in Dig. 33,7,12,43 only means 'cousin', not 'brother? This 
would mean that Neratius Pansa and the elder Neratius Priscus (cos. 87) were brothers 
and Marcellus and the younger Priscus their respective sons. In this case there would 
have been no adoption at all. But the elder Priscus, though often said to be most likely a 
brother of Pansa, does not really look like that. The consulates of Marcellus and Priscus 
in 95 and 97 show that Priscus cos. 87 must have been an elderly consul; in the words 
of L. Vidman (PIR? N 59), "breve temporis spatium inter consulatum patris et filii 


170 Thus e.g. G. Camodeca, Atti Acc. Napoli 87, 1976, 32; A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII (1981) 
279; L. Vidman, ZPE 43, 1981, 377 and PIR2 N 55; M. Torelli, Tituli 5, 1982, 180; Syme, RP IV 
310. 402. V 456 note 83; Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 294. 
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homonymi inde explicatur, quod pater homo novus fuit et sero ad consulatum pervenit". 
But a homo novus who arrived late to the consulate in 87 is obviously not a man whom 
one would at first sight consider the brother of a man who had been adlected patrician in 
73/4. Of course something may have happened to Priscus that retarded his career; but it 
is, I think, safer to regard Pansa and the elder Priscus as only relatives, Pansa 
representing a more successful branch of the Neratii from Saepinum. From this it 
follows that Neratius Marcellus and the younger Priscus must have been fratres 
germani, accordingly, the now prevalent view that Marcellus had been adopted by Pansa 
(see above and note 170) is, at least as long as we have no new evidence, the best 
solution. There is, of course, still one problem, namely Neratius Marcellus' 
nomenclature: he is a Marcus in Xanthus, but a L. Neratius in his consulates (as cos. I: 
FOst., ed. Vidman, p.45; as cos. II: CIL VI 527).171 But surely this can be explained by 
assuming with (e.g.) A. Balland (Fouilles des Xanthos VII 279) and L. Vidman (PIR?N 
55) that Neratius Marcellus was polyonymous. Neratius Pansa was probably a Neratius 
adopted by a M. Hirrius (cf. above, e 4). The fact that Marcellus is called Маркос 
Nepatıog MápxeAAog in the inscription from Xanthus shows that Marcellus inherited 
his adoptive father's adoptive(?) nomenclature, for the praenomen Marcus surely 
belongs to the item Hirrius (cf. ibid.); this means that Marcellus' full nomenclature 
included the item Hirrius and so he was probably called something like "M. Hirrius 
(Fronto?) Neratius Marcellus". L. Vidman (ZPE 43, 1981, 377; PIR) thought that the 
full name included the praenomen Lucius belonging to Neratius, but this assumption is 
not really necessary, for Marcellus' nomenclature may have represented the type where a 
second praenomen is used only in the short name (L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba = 
Ser. Sulpicius Galba, etc.). The nomenclature used in the inscription from Xanthus 
seems to speak against this, but I think that it is better to assume that Маркос 
Nepàtiog MapxeAAog іп the inscription is an incorrect, or at least misleading 
shortening of the full name (the name used in the inscription is in any case in a way 
incorrect, for in a honorary inscription where the father has all five names the full name 
should have been used), rather than to assume that a man could be called both M. 
Neratius Marcellus and L. Neratius Marcellus. (Balland suggested in Fouilles de 
Xanthos VII 279 that Marcellus may have returned to the use of his "prénom d'origine" 
L. before his first consulate, perhaps after the death of Pansa, but this seems unlikely.) 
Discussions of the Neratii from Saepinum usually include a reference to a certain 
"Neratiolus", said to have been honoured by an inscription in Xanthus, Fouilles de 
Xanthos VII no. 46 = AE 1981, 826, f (see now PIR? N 50). But it is really certain that 
a man, or rather a boy, of this name existed? The name is written on two blocks of 
stone, which were not found in situ but among others naming members of the family of 
Domitius Apollinaris, "dans l'aile Sud du bassin du Nymphée, oü ils s'étaient écroulés", 
there thus being the possibility that the two blocks did not originally join. Examining the 
photo (fig. 54) I cannot help finding the distance between the о in Neparıo of the first 
block and the A in Aov of the second block much too long, even if one considers that 


171 In CIL XIV 4743 and Inscr. It. XIII 1, 335 the praenomen is missing. 
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there is a small space between the blocks as collocated now. And are there not traces of a 
v to be seen after the o in the first block? I must confess that I find it hard not to think 
that a further block may in fact be missing and that the text may originally have run (e.g.) 
Nepatiov [MépxeA]Aov. I will not insist on this really being the case, but perhaps 
there should be some further study of the blocks. Certainly it should be remembered that 
there are absolutely no parallels in honorary inscriptions for a name like Neratiolus. 

5. Q. Laberius L.f. Aem. Iustus Cocceius Lepidus, proconsul of Cyprus in AD 100 
(PIR2 L 7). The full name, including the filiation and the tribe, is given both in the 
somewhat fragmentary honorary inscription from Rome, CIL VI 1440, enumerating the 
offices of the man up to the proconsulate (this is a most notable inscription for one from 
the late first century AD, for the name of the province is not mentioned) and (in the 
nominative) in the building inscription AE 1975, 835 from Curium in Cyprus. This man 
may well have been related to L. Cocceius Iustus, proconsul of Macedonia in (probably) 
the first century (IG IX 2, 1239; PIR? C 1220). M. Gaggiotti and L. Sensi, Tituli 5, 
1982, 249 note 22 point out that in a metrical inscription from Carsulae, a Laberius 
Lepidus is named who may, according to the same scholars, have been identical with our 
man. I would opt for a relative; in any case, since Carsulae is not far from Mevania, one 
of the few cities in the tribe Aemilia, the fact that a Laberius Lepidus is attested in 
Carsulae may mean that the proconsul came from Mevania. Now, the existence of a 
Cocceius Iustus and a Laberius Lepidus along with our man reminds one of names of the 
type M. Sosius Laelianus Pontius Falco (the son of a Pontius Laelianus and a Sosia 
Falconilla; cf. ch. V, note 36). One could easily imagine, provided that the Cocceius and 
the Laberius really have something to do with the proconsul, that he is the son of a L. 
Laberius Lepidus who was married to a Cocceia in whose family the cognomen Justus 
was in use, and that the parents had combined the two nomina with cognomina not 
originally belonging to them. But the fact that he is a Quintus but has the filiation L.f., 
and the existence of a L. Cocceius Iustus, make one wonder whether this man could not 
also have been a Cocceius (L.f.) Lepidus adopted (by testament) by a Q. Laberius 
Iustus. That is possible, too, if one assumes that he was already related to his adoptive 
father before the adoption. If, say, a Cocceia Iusta, the sister of a L. Cocceius Iustus, 
was married to a Q. Laberius Lepidus and the couple had at least two children, a Q. 
Laberius Iustus and a Laberia Lepidilla, and this Lepidilla married her cousin L. 
Cocceius Iustus (the son of her maternal uncle), she could easily have had a son called 
L. Cocceius L.f. Lepidus, and if the son was adopted by his maternal uncle Q. Laberius 
Iustus, as a result we would have a Q. Laberius L.f. Iustus Cocceius Lepidus.172 But 
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surely I am now exceeding the limits of permissible speculation. 

6. C. Clodius Crispinus, cos. ord. 113 (PIR? C 1164). Known from consular dates; 
the tria nomina are given in CIL VI 221 = ILS 2160 (cf. J.S. & A.E. Gordon, Album 
of Dated Latin Inscriptions no. 174), CIL XI 3614 = ILS 5918a, and in the Fasti 
Ostienses (ed. Vidman, p. 48); the consul is called Clodius Crispus in CIL XV 2157 = 
XIV 4089, 6. The fact that this man is a consul ordinarius makes one wonder whether 
he could not have been better connected than his nomenclature seems to imply; and there 
is something in the suggestion that he may in fact be identical with Crispinus, the son of 
Vettius Bolanus cos. 66, known from Statius' Silvae. Vettius Bolanus' other son, M. 
Vettius Bolanus, who was of about the same age as Crispinus (aequaevus Silv. 
5,2,75), was cos. ord. in 111. Groag in PIR? C 1164 does not seem to recommend the 
identification ("idem putatur a nonnullis ... nescio an recte"), G. Alfóldy, Tituli 5, 1982, 
354, and Raepsaet-Charlier, PFOS 669, do not seem too enthusiastic about the idea; and 
A. Hardie, Statius and the Silvae (1983) 69 says that Crispinus is not "attested as having 
reached the consulship". But according to Birley, Fasti 65 note 24, Bolanus' son "might 
be the same" as the consul, and for Syme, RP V 644 (cf. RP V 470), the consul is 
"beyond doubt Crispinus, the brother of M. Vettius Bolanus (cos. 111)". If this is 
correct we surely have to conclude that Crispinus had been adopted by a C. Clodius, 
perhaps, as Birley (loc. cit.) says, after the murder attempt on Crispinus by his mother 
after the death of his father (Silv. 5,2,77ff.). This, again, would surely mean that the 
consul was in fact polyonymous (cf. Syme, RP V 470. 644), his full nomenclature 
being e.g. "C. Clodius Vettius Crispinus", and we would then have another example of 
the use of the adoptive nomen in the abbreviated nomenclature of an adoptee. 
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M. Aquila Iulianus 22 n.4 

M. Aquilius Regulus 16. 109 

Arminia Paulina 65 

Ar[ria] Calp[urnia] 64 n.11 

Arria Fadilla 75 

C. Arrius Antoninus 73 n.31. 81 n.44 

Cn. Arrius Antoninus 75. 81 n.44. 98 

Cn. Arrius Augur 98 

C. Arrius Calpurnius Frontinus Honoratus 73 
n.31 

Cn. Arrius Cornelius Proculus: see Cornelius 

C. Arrius Quadratus 73 n.31 

M. Arruntius(?) Aquila Iulianus: see Aquila 

L. Arruntius Camillus Scnbonianus 22 

Cn. Arulenus Caelius Sabinus: see Caelius 

Q. Arulenus Rusticus 150 

Q. Glitius Atilius Agricola 96 

M. Atilius Bradua 64. 72 

M. Atilius Metilius Bradua 107 

M. Atilius Metilius Bradua Caucil[dius Tertul- 
lus] etc. 107 

M. Atilius Postumus Bradua 107 

Attia Cervidia Vestina: see Cervidia 

Cn. Aufidius Orestes 11 

Q. Orfitasius Aufidius Umber 97 

Augustus 4. 7 

M. Aurelius 4. 43. 68. 73. 80. 101 

M. Aurelius Cotta Maximus 14 

T. Aurelius Fulvus 75 

Q. Aurelius Pactumeius Clemens / Fronto: see 


Pactumeius 
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L. Aurelius Taruttienus Demetrius 62 n.9 

Avidia Plautia 70. 100 

C. Avidius Nigrinus 100 

Cn. Baebius Tamphilus Vala Numonianus 13 

C. Bellicius Calpurnius Torquatus 62 n.4. 64 
n.11 

[L. Bellicius?] Claudius Marcellus 25 n.12 

L. Bellicius Sollers (Claudius Alpinus) 25 
n.12. 45. Sof. 

Neratia Betitia Procilla 78 

[C.] Betitius Pietas 78 

C. Neratius Proculus Betitius Pius Maximilli- 
anus 78 

Q. Fulvius Gillo Bittius Proculus 120 

Boionia Procilla 75 

Bruttia Crispina 107 

L. Bruttius Maximus 140 

C. Bruttius Praesens L. Fulvius Rusticus 36. 
107. 140 

L. Fulvius (Rusticus?] C. Bruttius Praesens 
etc. 36. 55. 57f. 85. 107 

L. Bruttius Quintius Crispinus 37. 107 

A. Bucius Lappius Maximus: see Lappius 

[Q. Caecilius Metellus Cr?]eticus Iunius Sila- 
[nus] 86 n.6 

Q. Caecilius Metellus Creticus Silanus 12. 14. 
86 n.6 

Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius Scipio 7f. 12 

Cn. Caecilius Simplex 135 

C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Flaccus 88. 115 

A. Caecina Paetus 115 

C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Paetus 88. 114 

Cn. Arulenus Caelius Sabinus 93 

A. Caepio Crispinus 137 n.136 

Ti. Caepio Hispo 60. 136 

C. Caerellius Fufidius Annius Ravus Pollit- 
tianus 67. 72 

C. Caerellius Sabinus 67 

L. Caesar: see L. (Iulius) Caesar 

L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus (cos.61) 44. 87 

L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus (cos.79) 87 

L. Caesennius Sospes 146 

T. Caesernius ... Macedo 112 
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T. Caesernius ... Macedo Quinctianus 112 

T. Caesernius ... Statianus 112 

Caesia Frontina 96 

Ti. Catius Caesius Fronto 59 n.10. 95 

Caesius Nasica 131 

C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalius Valerius 
Festus: see Valerius 

C. Calpetanus Rantius Sedatus 40. 105 

C. Calpetanus Statius Rufus 106 

Calpurnia Quadratilla 73 n.31 

C. Calpurnius Aviola 48 

Ser. Calpurnius Domitius Dexter 59 n.10 

L. Calpurnius Piso Frugi Licinianus 16 

L. Calventius Vetus Carminius 25. 55 n.6 

Calvisii Sabini 114 

C. Calvisius Sabinus (cos.26) 114 

C. Camurius Clemens 100 

Q. Camurius Numisius Iunior: see Numisius 

Caninia Gargonilla 63f. n.10. 55 n.13 

L. Carminius Lusitanicus 25 n.11. 55 n.6 

Sex. Carminius Vetus 25 n.11. 55 n.6 

P. Cassius Dexter etc. 47. 144 

L. Pompeius Vopiscus C. Arruntius Catellius 
Celer 118 

P. & T. Catienus Sabinus 26. 55. 56 n.7. S8f. 

[. Ca]tilius Longus 138 n.139 

L. Catilius Severus Iulianus Claudius Reginus 
81. 138 

| Ti. Catius Caesius Fronto: see Caesius 

M. Macrinius Avitus Catonius Vindex 71. 78 
n.36. 79 n.40. 131 

Attia Cervidia Vestina 67f. n.21 

Q. Cervidius Scaevola 67f. n.21 

Claudia Basilo 73 

Tib. Claudia Camilia Alfidia Celonis(?) 67 
n.2] 

Claudia Caninia Severa 63 n.10 

Claudia Fadilla 20 n.1 

Claudia Papia Netonia Insteia Praenestina 67 
n.21 

Claudius (the emperor) 15 

Ti. Claudius Atticus Herodes 5. 42. 53 


O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


M. Claudius Caninius Severus 63f. n.10. 65 
n.13 

Q. Claudius Ferox Aeronius Montanus: see 
Aeronius 

L. Vibullius Claudius Herodes 42. 53. 83 

L. Claudius Pollio ... Gallicanus 104 n.40 

Ap. Claudius Pulcher (cos. 38 BC) 14 

Ti. Claudius Rufus Statius Macedo 33 n.30. 
89 

Ti. Claudius Secundinus L. Statius Macedo 33 
n.30. 89 

Cn. Claudius Severus 47. 59. 138 

Ti. Claudius Severus 63 n.10. 65 n.13 

Clodia Falconilla 70. 122 

C. Clodius Crispinus 154 

C. Clodius Nummus 38 

L. Acilius Strabo Clodius Nummus 39 

L. Stertinius Quin[tilianus] ... Clodius Num- 
mus 38. 54. 58. 104 n.40 

M. Clodius Pupienus Maximus 67 

P. Palpellius Clodius Quirinalis 29. 58 

L. Clodius Tineius Pupienus Bassus 67 

L. Cocceius Iustus 153 

P. Coelius Apollinaris 141 

P. Coelius Balbinus Vibullius Pius 141 

Corellia Hispulla 64 n.11 

Corellius Pansa 64 n.1] 

Cornelia Cethegilla 101 

Cornelia Manliola 143 

Cornelius Cethegus 101 

M. Gavius Cornelius Cethegus 101 

Cn. Pinarius Cornelius Clemens 87. 93 

Ser. Cornelius Dolabella Petronianus 61 n.2 

Cossus Cornelius Lentulus (cos. 1 BC) 50 

Cossus Cornelius Lentulus (cos. 25) 50 

Cossus Cornelius Lentulus (cos. 60) 50 

Cossus Cornelius Lentulus Gaetulicus (cos. 
26) 50 

P. Cornelius Lentulus Scipio (cos. 2) 14 n.9 

M. Cornelius Nigrinus Curiatius Maternus 75. 
132 

Cn. Arrius Cornelius Proculus 98 

L. Cornelius Pusio 133 n.125 
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L. Cornelius Pusio Annius Messalla 133 

L. Stertinius Quintilianus ... Q.Cornelius Rus- 
ticus ... Proculus 38 n.46. 40. 55 n.4. 58f. 

P. Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus 10 

Ser. Cornelius Scipio Salvidienus Orfitus 88 

Cn. Pinarius Cornelius Severus 87. 143 

Cossonius Scipio Orfitus 102 

Curiatius Maternus 132 

Curtia Procilla 77. 128 

P. Dasumius Rusticus 99 

. L. Dasumius Tullius Tuscus: see Tullius 

M. Dasumius Tullius Varro; see Tullius 

Decius (the emperor) 32 

A. Didius Gallus 119 

Domitia Lucilla 20 n.1. 38. 56. 81. 87 

Domitia Vettilla 47 

Cn. Domitius Afer 37. 55. 57 

L. Domitius Apollinaris 47 

Ser. Calpurnius Domitius Dexter: see 
Calpurnius 

M. Didius Iulianus (the emperor) 111 

C. Domitius Fabius Hermogenes 29 

Cn. Domitius ... Lucanus 2. 20 n.1. 37. 53. 
56f. Sof. 85 

Cn. Domitius Tullus 2, 20 n.1. 37. 56. 59 
n.11. 60. 81 

M. Durmius 105 

C. Eggius Ambibulus Pom[peius Lon]ginus 
etc. 76. 79. 86 


L. Eggius Marullus 102 

L. Cossonius Eggius Marullus 102 

A. Egrilius Plarianus 35 

M. Acilius Priscus Egrilius Plarianus: see 
Acilius 

L. Elufrius Severus 139 

Ennia Aequa 64. 72 

T. Clodius Eprius Marcellus 93 

C. Erucius Clarus 103f. 

Sex. Erucius Clarus 103f. 

C. Iulius Erucius Clarus 62 n.4. 103 


C. Iulius Rufinus ... Erucius Clarus etc. 103 
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C. Etrilius Regillus Laberius Priscus: see La- 
berius 

Q. Fabius Maximus Aemilianus 86 

Q. Fabius Maximus Servilianus 86 

A. Didius Gallus Fabricius Veiento 119 

T. Flavius Clemens (cos. 95) 108 n.52 

M. Flavius Drusianus 67f. n.21 

T. Flavius Longinus Q. Marcius Turbo 142 

L. Flavius Silva Nonius Bassus 75. 80. 85. 
133 

T. Flavius Vedius Antoninus 65 

T. Flavius Vespasianus: see Vespasianus 

Flavonia Menodora 81 

D. Fonteius Frontinianus etc. 61 n.1 

D. Fonteius Fronto 61 n.1 

Fufidia Pollitta 67. 72 

C. Neratius Fufidius Annianus 68. 71 n.70 

C. Fufidius Atticus 68. 71 

C. Neratius Fufidius Atticus 68. 71 

C. Neratius Fufidius Priscus 68. 71 

Fulvia Prisca 77 

L. Fulvius Gavius ... Aemilianus 112 

M. Fulvius Gillo 120 

Q. Fulvius Gillo 121 

Q. Fulvius Gillo Bittius Proculus: see Bittius 

Annia Fundania Faustina: see Annia 

L. Fundanius Lamia Aelianus 22f. n.4 

T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio: see Viírasius 

L. Funisulanus Vettonianus 134 

M. Furius Camillus 22 

Q. Futius 90 

Q. Futius Lusius Saturninus: see Lusius 


` Galba (the emperor) 15. 32. 58f. 


M. Gavius Appalius Maximus: see Appalius 
M. Gavius Cornelius Cethegus: see Cornelius 
M. Gavius Maximus 28. 44 

M. Gavius Squilla Gallicanus 101 

L. Gellius (cos. 72 BC) 11 n.1 

L. Gellius Poplicola 11 n.1 

Q. Glitius Atilius Agricola: see Atilius 

[. G]litius Barbarus 96 

P. Glitius Gallus 97 

Hadrianus (the emperor) 4 
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L. Hedius Rufus Lollianus Avitus 52 n.76 

P. Herennius Pollio 27. 58 

M. Annius Herennius Pollio 27. 58. 74 

Herodes Atticus: see Ti. Cl. Atticus Herodes 

T. Hoenii Severi 69. 140 

C. Hosidius Geta 64 n.11. 69 n.24 

C. Vitorius Hosidius Geta 64 n.11. 69 n.24. 
70. 102 n.34 

C. Iavolenus Calvinus etc. 3 

C. Octavius ... L. Iavolenus Priscus 120 

L. Insteius Flaccianus 67 n.21 

L. (Iulius) Caesar 4 

Ti. Iulius Candidus Marius Celsus 133 

Q. Iulius Cordinus (C.) Rutilius Gallicus: see 
Rutilius 

Q. Iulius Cordus 116 n.80 

C. Iulius Cornutus Tertullus 51. 65f. 

Sex. Iulius Frontinus 124. 135 

L. Iulius Larcius Sabinus 142 

L. Iulius Marinus Caecilius Simplex 134 

C. Iulius Plancius Varus Cornutus 65 

A. Iulius Pompilius Piso 54. 73 

(A.) Iulius Proculus 73 

C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus 31. 54. 56. 58f. 
92 

C. Iulius Quadratus Bassus 139 

Cn. Minicius Faustinus (Sex.) Iulius Severus 
126 

L. Iulius Ursus 51 

L. Iulius Ursus Servianus 61. 83 

Cn. Iulius Verus 126 

L. Iunius Aurelius Neratius Gallus etc. 77 

M. Iunius Brutus 8 

D. Iunius Brutus Albinus 12 

L. Iunius Caesennius Paetus: see Caesennius 

L. Iunius Gallio Annaeanus 21 

Iunius Mauricus 147 

Iunii Paeti 44 

A. Iunius Pastor L. Caesennius Sospes 87. 
145 

M. Iunius Rufus 97 


Iunius Rusticus 150 


O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


Q. Iunius Rusticus 150 

D. Iunius Silanus 50 

L. Iulius Silanus (cos. 26) 50 

D. Iunius Silanus Gaetulicus 50. 83 

M. Iunius Silanus Lutatius Catulus 50 

L. Iunius Vibius Crispus: see Vibius 

P. Iuventius Celsus T. Aufidius Hoenius Seve- 
rianus 69. 139 

M. Iuventius Secundus Rixa etc. 76 

Laberia Marcia Hostilia Crispina etc. 107 

Q. Laberius Iustus Cocceius Lepidus 153 

Laberius Lepidus 153 

M'. Laberius Maximus 36. 57 

C. Etrilius Regillus Laberius Priscus 129 

C. Laberius Quartinus 130 

C. Laecanius Bassus (cos. 40) 115 n.79 

C. Laecanius Bassus (cos. 64) 115 

C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Paetus: see Caeci- 
na 

C. Laecanius Bassus Caecina Flaccus: see Cae- 
cina 

C. Laecanius Bassus Paccius Paelignus 116 

Lappia Tertulla 95 

A. Bucius Lappius Maximus 95 

P. (...) Lepidus 11 n.1 

T. Licinius Claudius Hierocles 65. 72 

M. Licinius Crassus Frugi (cos. 14 BC) 14. 86 
n.6 

M. Licinius Crassus Frugi (cos. 27) 4. 16. 86 
n.6 

T. Licinius Hierocles 65 

A. Licinius Nerva Silianus (cos. 7) 14. 86. 149 

A. Licinius Nerva Silianus (cos. 65) 86 

Q. Licinius Silvanus Granianus 142 

Q. Licinius Silvanus Granianus Quadronius 
Proculus 142 

C. Livius Drusus 86 

M. Livius Drusus Claudianus 11. 14 

M. Livius Drusus Libo 14 

L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba: see Galba 

Lollia Saturnina 35 

Q. Lollius Urbicus 41 n.53 

M. Lucretius Decidianus Rufus 24 
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Lusia Paullina 24. 109 

Q. Futius Lusius Saturninus 90 

Macrinia Rufina 79 n.40 

M. Macrinius Avitus Catonius Vindex: see 
Catonius 

Macrin(i)us Vindex 79f. n.40 

M. Maecius Celer 134. 137 

M. Maecius Probus 68. 71 

M. Pomponius Maecius Probus 68. 70f. 74 

Magius Celer Velleianus 21 

P. Manilius Vopiscus Vicinillianus etc. 138 

Q. Marcius Barea Sura 48 

L. Marcius Celer M. Calpurnius Longus 33 
n.30 

Q. Marcius Turbo 142 

Marcus (the emperor): see M. Aurelius 

A. Marius Celsus 133 

M. Marius Gratidianus 11 

P. Martius Sergius Saturninus 107 

P. Martius Verus 107 

C. Salonius Matidius Patruinus 69 

C. Matius Sabinius Sullinus etc. 110 

(T.] Prifernius Paetus Memmius Apollinaris 
34. 52. 55. 58 

Messii Rustici 89 

M. Metilius Aquilius Regulus Nepos etc. 109 

P. Metilius Nepos 109 n.58. 144 

P. Metilius Secundus 109 

C. Trebonius Proculus Mettius Modestus 97 

M. Iunius Mettius Rufus 97 

C. Mevius Silius Crescens Calpurnianus 49 
n.67 

Cn. Minicius Faustinus 126 

L. Minicius Natalis 141 

L. Minicius Natalis Quadronius Verus 141 

Mulvia Placida 108 

Cn. Munatius Aurelius Bassus 113 

T. Mustius Hostilius Fabricius Medulla Augu- 
rinus 109 

Q. Mutillius Sura Accianus 22f. n.4 

Neratia Marullina 68 

Neratia Procilla 78 
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"Neratiolus" 152 

C. Neratius Fufidius etc.: see Fufidius 

L. Neratius Marcellus 64 n.11. 151 

M. Neratius Marcellus 117. 151 

M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa 117. 151 

Neratius Priscus 68. 71 

L. Neratius Priscus 151 

L. Neratius Proculus 78 

C. Neratius Proculus Betitius Pius etc.: see 
Betitius 

Nero (the emperor) 15 

Ninnii Hastae and Hastiani 61 n.1 

M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus (cos. 201) 66. 88 

M. Nonius Arrius Mucianus Manlius Carbo 
66. 72. 88 

L. Nonius Asprenas 77 

(P. Nonius) Asprenas Calpurnius Serranus 77 

M. Nonius Macrinus 66. 72. 88 

P. Delphius Peregrinus ... M. Nonius Muci- 
anus 72. 77. 128 

M. Nonius Mucianus P. Delphius Peregrinus 
128 

Novius Priscus 94 

C. Novius Priscus 81 

D. Iunius Novius Priscus 81 n.44. 94 

C. Novius Rusticus Venuleius Apronianus 81 

Q. Camurius Numisius Iunior 100 

Nummia Varia 111 

T. Rustius Nummius Gallus: see Rustius 

M. Nummius Senecio Albinus 111 

M. Nummius Umbrius Primus Senecio Albi- 
nus 110 

T. Ocratius Valerianus 19 

Otho (the emperor) 67 n.21 

L. Ovinius Rusticus Cornelianus 67 

P. Pactumeius Clemens 27. 51 n.70 

Q. Aurelius Pactumeius Clemens 27. 54. 84 
n.3 

Q. Aurelius Pactumeius Fronto 27. 54. 58f. 84 
n.3 

Sex. Papinius 16. 48 

Sex. Papinius Allenius 16 

P. Pasidienus Firmus 86 n.5 
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C. Passienius Cossonius Scipio etc. 103 n.36 

L. Passienus Rufus 24 

Sex. Pedius Hirrutus 145 

Sex. Pedius Hirrutus Lucilius Pollio 145 

Sex. Pedius Lusianus Hirrutus 145 n.159 

M. Peducaeus Plautius Quintillus: see Plautius 

M. Peducaeus Stloga Priscinus 101 

Q. Petillius Cerialis Caesius Rufus 131 

C. Petillius Firmus 131 n.121 

Petillius Rufus 131 

Q. Petillius Rufus 131 n.121 

C. Petronius 90 

C. Petronius Pontius Nigrinus: see Pontius 

Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula: see Aemi- 
lius 

Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula Pompeius 
Longinus: see Pompeius 

Plancia Magna 65 

C. Plancius Varus 65 

M. Plancius Varus 65 

A. Platorius Nepos Aponius Italicus etc. 140 

L. Titius Plautius Aquilinus 70. 97. 100 

L. Plautius Plancus 11 

Plautius Quintillus 97. 100f. 

M. Peducaeus Plautius Quintillus 101 

Ti. Plautius Silvanus Aelianus 22f. n.4 

A. Plautius Urgulanius 12. 84 n.2 

C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus 6. 27. 44. SOf. 
73. 118 

Plotius Firmus 132 

Poblicius: see Publicius 

Pompeia Agrippinilla 102 

Pompeia Celerina 118 

Pompeia Sosia Falconilla 71. 78 

Q. Pompeius Falco 66. 70. 104 n.40. 121. 
141 

Q. Pompeius Falco Sosius Priscus 70 

Cn. Pompeius Homullus etc. 123 n.101 

Pompeius Longinus 120 

Cn. Pinarius Aemilius Cicatricula Pompeius 
Longinus 94 n.11. 120 

Cn. Pompeius Magnus (ILS 955) 4. 16 


O. Salomies, Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature 


M. Pompeius Priscus 130 

Q. Pompeius Senecio Sosius Priscus (cos. 
169) 47. 70. 78 n.36. 122 n.94. 131. 144 

M. Pompeius Silvanus Staberius Flavinus 130 

Q. (Pompeius) Sosius (Priscus?) Falco (cos. 
193) 71 

Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus (cos. 149) 66. 70. 
74. 144 

L. Pompeius Vopiscus 118 

L. Pompeius Vopiscus C. Arruntius Catellius 
Celer: see Catellius 

Pomponia Arria 68 

Pomponia Triaria 103 

T. Pomponius Atticus 7ff. 12. 23. 79 n.39 

T. Pomponius Antistianus etc. 88. 133 

T. Pomponius Mamilianus etc. 88. 133 

C. Pomponius Rufus Acilius etc. 133 

Q. Pomponius Secundus 114 

[P. Cal?]visius Sabinus Pomponius Secundus 
114 

M. Sosius Laelianus Pontius Falco 78f. 119. 
131. 153 

M. Pontius Laelianus 78. 142 

M. Pontius Laelianus Larcius Sabinus 142 

L. Pontius Ni[grinus] 90 

C. Petronius Pontius Nigrinus 90 

M. Pontius Sabinus 142 

M. Pontius Varanus Sabinus 142 

M. Porcius Cato (minor) 16 

Postumia Paulla 130 

P. Statius Paullus Postumius Iunior 130 

T. Pri(fernius] Pacatus 34 n.35 

T. Priefrnius Paetus (cos. 96) 34 n.35. 52 

[T.] Prifernius Paetus Memmius Apollinaris: 
see Memmius 

T. Prifernius Paetus Rosianus Geminus Laeca- 
n[ius Bassus?] 51. 56. 58. 83. 87 

T. Prifernius Paetus Rosianus Geminus Noni- 
us [Agric]ola etc. 52. 56. 58. 87 

C. Quinctius Certus Poblicius Marcellus 125 

Publicius Certus 125 

Sex. Pulfennius Salutaris etc. 19 

M. Pupius Piso Frugi 11. 14. 86 n.6 
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Quintius Certus 125 

Quinctii Crispini 107 

T. Quinctius Crispinus Sulpicianus 14 

T. Quinctius Crispinus Valerianus 14 

L. Ragonius Urinatius Larcius Quintianus 112 

L. Roscius Aelianus Maecius Celer 123. 125. 
134. 137 

L. Roscius Aelianus Paculus Salvius Iulianus 
77. 125 

M. Roscius Coelius 122 

M. Roscius Lupus Murena 123. 125 

M. Roscius Murena 122. 125 

L. Roscius [Paculus Mae]cius Celer etc. 134 

Rosius REgulus 51 n.71 

L. Rubellius Geminus 22 n.4 

Rufria Ovinia Corneliana 67 

Rufria Secundilla 67 

Rustia Sabina 104 

T. Rustius Nummius Gallus 105 

Cn. Marcius Rustius Rufinus 104 

Q. Iulius Cordinus (C.) Rutilius Gallicus 116 

C. Sallustius Crispus 14. 24 

C. Sallustius Crispus Passienus 24 

T. Sallustius T. Flavius (Sanctus) Athenagoras 
5. 32. 68f. 

. P. Salvius Iulianus 41. 55f. n.6 

L. Octavius Cornelius (P.) Salvius Iulianus 
Aemilianus 41. 54. 55f. n.6. 58 

C. Salvius Liberalis Nonius Bassus 61 n.2. 
75. 80. 132 

M. Salvius Otho: see Otho 

C. Salvius Vitellianus 61 n.2. 133 

C. (---) Scaevola 11 n.1 

L. Scribonius Libo (cos. 34 BC) 14 

Scribonius Proculus 91 

P. Sulpicius Scribonius Proculus 91 

P. Sulpicius Scribonius Rufus 91 

M. Sedatius Severianus etc. 143 

M. Sedatius Severus etc. 143f. 

C. Seius Calpurnius Quadratus Sittianus 112 

L. Sempronius Atratinus 10. 12 

Cn. Sentius Lucilius Gamala Clodianus 30. 59 


175 


M. Septicius Sura 48 

C. Serius Augurinus 98 

C. Iulius(?) Serius Augurinus 97 

C. Servilius Brocchus 11 

Q. Servilius Caepio 16 

L. Sestius Alb(anianus) Quirinalis 61 n.2 

T. Sextius Africanus 106 

T. Sextius Lateranus 106 

T. Sextius Magius Lateranus 106 

P. Silius 149 

C. Silius A. Caecina Largus 33. 58. 74. 148 

Ti. Catius Asconius Silius Italicus 92. 96 

P. Silius Nerva 14. 86. 149 

Pompeia Sosia Falconilla: see Pompeia 

Sosia Polla 66 

Q. Pompeius Senecio Sosius Priscus (cos. 
169): see Pompeius 

Q. Pompeius Sosius Priscus (cos. 149): see 
Pompeius 

Q. Sosius Senecio 66. 78 n.36. 124 

C. Staienus: see C. Aelius Staienus 

P. Statius Paullus Postumius Iunior: see 
Postumius 

M. Statius Priscus Licinius Italicus 145 

Stertinia Cocceia Bassula etc. 100 n.27 

L. Stertinius Quin[tilianus] ... Clodius Num- 
mus: see Clodius 

L. Stertinius Quintilianus ... Q. Cornelius 

Rusticus ... Proculus: see Cornelius 

C. OctAvius Suetrius Proculus 28 

Q. Suetrius Pudens 28 

C. Octavius App(ius) Suetrius Sabinus 29. 32 

L. Livius Ocella Sulpicius Galba: see Galba 

P. Sulpicius Quirinius 84 

P. Sulpicius Scribonius Proculus / Rufus: see 
Scribonius 

Sex. Tadius Lusius Nepos Paullinus 108 

P. Taruttienus Paternus 62f. n.9 

L. Aurelius Taruttienus Demetrius: see Aure- 
lius 

Sex. Teidius 26 n.14 

Sex. Teidius Valerius Catullus 26. 55. 59f. 

Q. terentius Culleo 67 n.21 | 
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C. Terentius Tullius Geminus: see Tullius 

M. Terentius Varro Lucullus 12 

A. Terentius Varro Murena 12 

Terentii Varrones Murenae 86 

[Galeo?] Tettienus Serenus etc. 88. 136 

Galeo Tettienus Severus etc. 60. 88. 135 

Tiberius (the emperor) 4 

Cn. Octavius Titinius Capito 104 

L. Titius Plautius Aquilinus: see Plautius 

L. Epidius Titius Aquilinus 70. 97. 100 

Traianus (the emperor) 4 

P. Trebonius 106 

C. Tullius Capito Pomponianus Plotius 
Firmus 104 n.40. 132 

C. Terentius Tullius Geminus 91 

L. Dasumius Tullius Tuscus 59 n.10. 88. 98 

P. Tullius Varro 98 

M. Dasumius Tullius Varro 88. 99 

M. Umbrius Primus 111 

Ummidia Quadratilla 105 

C. Ummidius Durmius Quadratus 105 

Ummidius Quadratus 47. 59 

M. Ummidius Quadratus 47 

C. (Ummidius Quadratus?) Annianus Verus 52 
n.76 

Valeria Polla 47 

D. Valerius Asiaticus 35 

M. Lollius Paullinus (D.) Valerius Asiaticus 
Saturninus 33f. 44. S6f. S8f. 

L. Valerius Catullus 26. 55 

Sex. Teidius Valerius Catullus: see Teidius 

L. Valerius Catullus Messalinus 26 n.13 

C. Calpetanus Rantius Quirinalis Valerius 
Festus 40. 54. S8f. 106 

M. Valerius Messalla Appianus 14 

M. Valerius Messalla Corvinus 14 

P. Valerius Patruinus 47 

Q. Planius Sardus (L.) Varius Ambibulus 33. 
35. 58 

M. Claudius P. Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus 
Sabinianus 32. 42 
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L. Venuleius Apronianus Octavius Priscus 

L. Venuleius (Montanus) Apronianus Octavius 
Priscus 89 

Verus (the emperor) 4. 100f. 

Vespasianus (the emperor) 61 n.2 

L. Vespronius Candidus Sallustius Sabinianus 
147 

M. Vettius Bolanuus 154 

M. Vettius Latro 147 

C. Vettius Sabinianus Iulius Hospes 147 

Sex. Vettulenus Cerialis 24 

T. Veturius Gracchus Sempronianus 11 

Vibia Maria Maxima 61f. n.3 

Vibia Salvia Varia 77. 111 

C. Vibius Afinius Gallus Veldumnianus 
Volusianus (the emperor) 67 

T. Vibius Catienus Sabinus 26 

Q. Vibius Crispus 91 

P. Vibius Marianus 61f. n.3 

C. Vibius Postumus 19 

L. Vibius Secundus 91 

Q. Vibius Secundus 91 

C. Vibius Trebonianus Gallus (the émperor) 67 

T. Vibius Varus 99 

T. Clodius Vibius Varus 99 

P. Aelius Vibullius Rufus 42 n.54. 62 n.8 

M. Ar[nus] Pu[dens?] Vicirius [---) 37 

P. Vigellius Raius Plarius Saturninus etc. 110 

L. Vipstanus Messalla 16 

M. Vitorius Geta 64 n.11 

C. Vitorius Hosidius Geta: see Hosidius 

M. Vitorius Marcellus 64 n.11 

L. Vitrasius Ennius Aequus 64. 69. 72. 73f. 

L. Vitrasius Flamininus 64 

T. Vitrasius Pollio 79 

T. Fundanius Vitrasius Pollio 68f. 71f. 79. 
140 

T. Pomponius Proculus Vitrasius Pollio 68f. 
71. 79. 119 

C. Licinius Marinus Voconius Romanus 33. 
58 
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SUBJECTS 


Adoption(s) 

- testamentary Sff. 53. 54f. 84 

- by relatives 27. 28. 33. 37. 43f. 54f. 
69. 125. 151 

- of women 4. 20 n.1 

- by women 8. 32 

- in literary sources 15ff. 

- in epigraphic sources 16ff. 

- terminology used to refer to 5. 15ff. 
34 

- age at time of 56. 60 

Adoptive nomenclature 
(cf. Nomenclature) 

- during the Republic 11 ff. 83ff. 

- in Augustan times 13f. 

- in Imperial families 4 

- filiation of adoptees 53 

- tribe of adoptees 54 

- abbreviated nomenclature 57 

- collocation of adoptive father's names 
53 

- collocation of filiation and tribe 53 

- collocation of additional names 57 

- omission of second praenomen 33. 
34f. 36. 41. 92. 114. 117. 152 

- inherited: see Nomenclature 

arrogatio 5 

Cognomen, cognomina 

- in -ianus 61. 85 

- hereditary 83 

- Censor 145 

- Frontinianus 61 n.1 

- Hastianus 61 n.1 

- Hispo, Hispulla 138 

- Hospes, Hospita, Hospitalis 147 

- Longinianus 61 n.1 

- Maximianus 61 п.1 

- Sabinianus 61 n.1 


- Severianus 61 n.1 


- Stablicus 107 n.50 
Nomen, nomina 

- Aeronius 130 

- Antius 31 n.25 

- Arrius 98 

- Arulenus 93 n.9. 151 
- Atilius 96f. 

- Aufidius 97 

- Bittius 121 

- Bucius 95 

- Caelius 93 

- Caepio 137 

- Calpurnius 112 

- Clodius 100 

- Coelius 124 

- Cornelius 94 

- Eppuleius 137 

- Eprius 93 n.8 

- Glitius 96f. 

- Hirrius 117 

- Hostilius 109 

- lunius 94. 146 

- Iuventius 139 

- Lappius 95 

- Mustius 109 n.55 
- Neratius 117 

- Orfitasius 97 

- Pinarius 94 

- Pisiban(i)us 110 n.62 
- Pompeius 123f. 

- Praeconius 113 n.71 
- Quadronius 142 

- Roscius 123ff. 

- Rosius 51 

- Seius 112 

- Silius 92 

- Sittius 112 

- Sos(s)ius 71 

- Suetrius 88 

- Vecilius 125 

- Ventilius 113 n.71 
Name types 
-P+N+C: 
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- Pad +Nad +Cad 12 

- Pad + Norig + Corig 43 

- Porig + Norig + Cad 43 

- Pad + Маа + C(ianus) 11. 23 

- Pad + Nad + Corig 11. 48 

P+N+C+C: 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + C(ianus) 11. 20 

- Pad + Nad + Corig + C(ianus) 11. 20 

- Pad + Nad + Corig + Corig 11 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + Corig 12. 50 

- Pad + Nad + C(ianus) + Corig 23 

- Porig + Norig + Corig + Cad 43 

P+N+C+C+C12.13.51 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + Cad + Corig 12 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + Corig + C(ianus) 13 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + C(ianus) + Corig (+..) 51 

P+N+C+N 25 п.12 

- Pad + Nad + Cad/orig + Norig 24. 84 

P+N+C+N+C 4. 32. 74. 114ff. 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + Norig + Corig (+..) 32 

P+N+C+N+C+N+4+C 37 

- Pad + Nad + Cad + N + C + Nong + Corig 
37 

P+N+C+N+C+P+N+C+N+C38 

-Pad+Nad+Cad+N+C+P+N+C+ 
Norig + Corig 38 

P+N+C+N+C+P+N+C+N+C+ 
C 40 

P+N+C+N+C+N+C+C+P+C+ 
C 143 

P+N+C+N+C+N+N+N+C+N+ 
C 103 

Р+М+ С+Р+ М+ № + С 29(7). 118. 139 

Р+М+ С+М+ С +С 34 

P+N+C+P+N+C 140. 142. 145 

- Pad + Nad + Сай + Porig + Norig + Согір 
(+..) 32 

P+N+C+P+N+C+P+N+C135. 

P+N+C+P+N+C+P+N+C+P+ 
N +С 136 

P+N+C+N+C+C+P+N4+C 76. 
140 
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P+N+C+N+N+C+N+C+C+P+ 
N +C 128 

P+N+C+C+N+C 77. 138. 142 

P+N+C+C+N+C+C 76 

P+N+C+C+P+N+C+N+C 138 

P+N+C+C+C+N+CS5l 

P+N+N 84 

- Pad + Nad + Nong 12 

P+N+N+C 26. 61ff. 9Off. 112ff. 

- Pad + Nad + Norig + Corig 26 

- Porig + Norig + Nad + Cad 42 

P+N+P+N+C 31 

- Pad + Nad + Porig + Norig + Corig 31 

P+N+N+C+C 4.30. 65. 108. 112 

- Pad + Nad + Norig + Corig + Corig 30 

P+N+N+C+C+C 67. 110 

Р+М+М+С(+ Р) + № +С 40. 66. 120 

- Pad + Nad + Nad + С + Norig + Corig 40 

P+N+N+C+N+C+N+C+N+C+ 
C+N+C 121 

P+N+N+C+C+N+C+C 109 

P+N+N+C+C+N+C+N+C+N+ 
C 110 

P+N+N+N+C 63 п.10. 67. 92. 112 

P+N+N+N+C+C 41. 67. 109. 112 

P+N+N+N+C+N+C 112 

P+N+N+N4+C+N+C+N4+C110 

P+N+N+N+N+4+C 112 

Nomenclature (cf. Adoptive Nomenclature) 

- cognomen: see Cognomen 

- nomen: see Nomen 

- name types: see Name types 

- female 4. 19. 48. 57. 67. 93 n.8 

- Roman in Greek East 5 

- in Pompeii 29f. n.21 

- of new citizens 49 

- of children of adoptees 55. 74 

- filiations: fictive 18 

- filiations of children of adoptees 55ff. 

- polyonymous nomenclature inherited SSff. 

74. 85ff. 

- polyonymous nomenclature including items 
of secondary importance 36. 38. 51f. 57. 66. 
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70 n.27. 85f. 121f. 138. 144 

- items in polyonymous nomenclature colloc- 
ated differently in texts referring to same man 
38. 54. 104 n.40 

- abbreviated nomenclature 69ff. 

- incorrect abbreviation 90 n.4. 92 n.7. 93. 95 
n.14. 98. 101 n.32. 108. 115. 120. 133 n. 
123. 152 


